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ABSTRACT
Social Services for Children/Families:
The Impact of Title XX in Vermont
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David Carl Baker, B.A., Saint Michael's College
M.A., Ph.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Lewis C. Mainzer
Title XX of the Social Security Act, enacted in January
ly/b, was potentially an innovative social services program
for children/families. Congress designed Title XX, in part,
to provide state decision makers flexibility in allocating
social services resources and to help them to improve their
program "planning" for children/families. The impact of
Title XX on children's services in Vermont from 1975 to 1982
reveals that the program did not accomplish either of its
aims, at least in this state. Moreover, given its design,
it is doubtful whether it could have. It is not a tale of
"implementation games." Rather, it is a story of a poorly
designed federal program that did not provide necessary
resources, financial or administrative, to accomplish its
putative objectives. A federal fiscal ceiling incorporated
iv
into the federal program in effect precluded the realloca-
tion of funds among state programs or their redistribution
among classes or recipients. Institutionalized patterns
of funding were sufficiently long standing that they could
only be maintained rather than altered under Title XX.
"Planning" requirements pointed to "needs assessment,"
"objective setting," and "evaluation," but provided no in-
ducements to the state to go beyond mere descriptions of i
activities in any of these areas. Reporting requirements
and federal monitoring were process-oriented, and did not
focus on objectives or results attained.
v
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INTRODUCTION
Two major tasks confront citizens and their public repre-
sentatives in the United States. The first is to shape the
contours of public policy. The second is to monitor and judge
the performance of the institutions that formulate and imple-
ment that policy. Citizens and public officials continuously
debate the appropriate substance of public policy and the
adequacy of the institutional arrangements for producing and
carrying out governmental programs. In the early 1980' s,
the intensity of these debates has increased. A "depressed"
economy, a seemingly out of control federal deficit, the emer-
gence of the "New Right" in American politics account in part
for the broadening and intensification of the discussion of
the appropriate role of government policy in this society.
Moreover, many people fear that the federal government
has arrogated to itself too much power and responsibility for
policy making. The American President suggests that effec-
tive and accountable program development would come about by
decentralizing to state and local governments responsibili-
ties for much of the public's business. Others disagree.
They argue that only the federal government has the neces-
2sary financial and professional resources to undertake the
tasks of 20th century government.
These debates over institutional arrangements are sig-
nificant. They indicate an awareness that policies are not
formulated and implemented in a vacuum. Rather, their con-
ception, birth, development, and success depend very much
upon people performing a variety of interconnected tasks in
public and often private institutions.
If debates over policy and institutional performance
continue, most domestic programs will become at some point the
focus of citizen and government officials' attention. For
some public programs, public attention would not be new.
Such is the case with social services. Social services for
children and their families, as well as for the elderly, has
received public notice for at least the last two decades.
Conflicts of values, beliefs, opinions, and interests exem-
plify the intrinsically political character of social ser-
vices policy making. Debates in Congress and in state and
local governments have centered on issues such as the
following: 1) What are the appropriate objectives of go-
vernment programs directed toward children and their families?
2) Should all children be eligible for public benefits
or
only those classified as poor, abused, or in some
similar
3condition of extreme need? and 3) What types of services
should be rendered by public agencies to children and their
families? The outcome of debates on these issues has impor-
tant consequences for the satisfaction of needs, the achieve-
ment of social justice, as well as for the extent and costs
of governmental programs for children/families.
Policy makers have attempted also to determine the in-
stitutional requirements for effective implementation and
evaluation of social services programs. The most innovative
expression of this concern has been the creation in 1974 of
Title XX of the Social Security Act. Congress designed
Title XX to allow the states to make their own decisions
about the suitability of social services programs for children
(and the elderly) and to improve their performance in admin-
istering these programs. Specifically, Congress prescribed
through Title XX the following: 1) a decentralized policy-
making structure with less control over the states by the
federal government; 2) greater emphasis on direct accounta-
bility to citizens in policy making; and 3) more coordinated
and comprehensive social services program planning and evalu-
ation .
Have these Congressional intentions, embodied in the
eTitle XX statute actually been implemented? What has been
the impact of Title XX in the states since 1975? How has th
social services provider role of state government changed
under Title XX? (Do states offer the same or different
services now? Have they altered their clientele over the
years? Do the states provide more or less of the social
services delivered in their jurisdictions?) In what way have
states altered their policy making process in this area in
the wake of Title XX? (Is there more coordination of efforts
in social services development? Has citizen participation
really increased in the decision-making process? Have the
federal and state governments restructured their working rela
tionships? Do politically elected state officials have more
control over state social service program decisions?)
The purpose of this essay is to provide some answers to
these questions. The answers will be limited in scope. They
will not be based on a comprehensive survey of the impact of
Title XX in all of the states. Nor will consideration be
given to all types of social services administered under
Title XX. Rather, the core of the essay will be an analysis
of the impact of Title XX on social services for children and
their families in Vermont. Day care, child protective ser-
5vices, foster care and adoption services constitute a sub-
stantial portion of the Title XX budget in all of the states.
Vermont offers special opportunities for studying the impact
of changes in the development of social services. it is a
small, rural state with a tradition of responsiveness to the
human services needs of its citizens. It should provide
therefore an opportunity for in-depth analysis of changes
under the Title XX program. As the author's residence, it
also offers great practical advantages for the conduct of a
case study.
The essay begins by sketching a background against which
one may study the Vermont social services scene. Chapter I
presents an overview of the social services policy arena.
The focus is on some important substantive issues debated and
resolved in legislative developments at the federal level.
Chapter II centers on questions of effective implementation of
public programs and the role of institutional performance,
particularly in the context of the federal system. The con-
straints and opportunities for effective implementation in
a federal political/administrative forum are discussed.
Chapters III and IV concentrate on the programmatic and insti-
tutional issues involved in social services policy making for
children and families in Vermont. The objective here is to
determine the actual impact of Title XX on the allocation
of social services and on the way that programmatic decisions
for social services are made in Vermont. Many of the basic
issues addressed intensively in Chapters III and IV parallel
those concerns focused on in Chapters I and II respectively.
Chapter V summarizes the findings from the analysis of the
Vermont scene; and it analyzes alternative institutional
arrangements and their probable impact on improving institu-
tional performance in the social services area as well as
determining the distribution of social services for children
and their families. The central focus of the essay then is
Vermont's response to Title XX; but the issues addressed will
afford an opportunity for reflection on the problems of
children/family policy making and implementation in the
United States.
CHAPTER I
CHILDREN/FAMILIES POLICY, 1935 TO TITLE XX
Children and Families as a Policy Focus
During the last decade, proponents of the "children's
cause" in this country have renewed their commitment to bring
about a transformation in public policies toward children and
their families. Their efforts manifest themselves in confer-
ences, reports, Congressional hearings, legislative proposals,
administrative reforms, court cases, and advocacy organiza-
tions. In each forum they direct their attention toward chil-
dren themselves and to the complex interpersonal and institu-
tional environment in which they a re raised and develop.
Advocates have been drawn to numerous issues associated with
children, including child health care, problems of the physi-
cally and mentally handicapped, education and child develop-
ment, children and poverty, the fundamental relationships of
children with their families, the role of technology and the
mass media in children's lives, their legal rights and their
relationships to the juvenile justice system, child abuse
7
8and neglect, foster care and adoption, child nutrition and
school lunches. Probably at no other time has the multi-
faceted nature of the living conditions and political status
1
of children been given so much concerted attention.
In developing public policy to respond to these concerns
for children and their environment, governmental policy
planners make fundamental choices about the extent of govern-
mental involvement in this policy area, the objectives of the
social services programs, the types of services to be offered,
the clientele to whom they should be provided, the level of
funding for individual programs, and the priorities among
different programs. The purposes of this chapter are:
(1) to analyze some of the important dimensions of choice in
social services policy making; and (2) to present an overview
of the public programs dealing with children in the light of
these policy choices.
Children/Families and the State: Nature of the
Relationship
What is the appropriate scope of governmental involvement
in the provision of social services or other benefits— to
children, to the elderly, to the physically and mentally
handi-
capped, to families in general and to those with defendent
9members in particular? What are the legitimate objectives of
the State in serving children and families in the era of the
"welfare state"? Public debate in the United States over these
questions reflects tensions, ambivalences, and a diversity
of perspectives, informed by contrasting conceptions of these
individual, family, and public (e.g., "social welfare") re-
2
sponsibilities
.
The traditional relationship and its demise . Traditionally,
American attitudes have emphasized the responsibilities and
concomitant rights of parents for the care and development of
3
their children. Family responsibilities have included the
financial support, protection, social control, socialization,
and physical and emotional care of their offspring. The State
has generally supported parents in their roles by maintaining
a position of "benign neglect" toward the family care of chil-
dren, assuming that parents could discern the needs of their
children and respond to them more effectively than anyone
else. This has produced the situation in which, as
Gilbert Steiner has noted, "child rearing is the least regu-
4
lated important aspect of American life." These attitudes
on the allocation of family and public responsibilities re-
flect traditional American values of individual self-sufficiency,
10
independence, and minimal governmental interference in social
and economic institutions. Policy makers assumed that free-
dom, equality of opportunity, and social justice could be a-
chieved and maintained without extensive governmental regu-
lation or public provision of good and services. Except for
basic education, the State would intervene only in extreme cir-
cumstances, for example child abuse and neglect, death of the
parents, unlawful behavior, or extreme poverty, to support or
substitute for the family in the care of children.
Over the last few decades, confidence in the adequacy of
this approach has waned, for several reasons. First, whatever
the moral and psychological appeal of such notions as inde-
pendence, self-sufficiency, etc., developments in the social,
economic, and technological complexity of society have vir-
tually precluded the realization of these values for most
people. Unlike an agrucultural economy, in which self-
sufficiency is perhaps more easily attained, a modern indus-
trial economy is characterized by a high degree of inter-
dependence and cycles of instability which have a profound
impact upon the attainment of economic security for families
and children. Therefore, most individuals are not able to
control the economic factors responsible for their well-
11
being; they have become very dependent on large-scale
economic and political institutions for their security rather
than upon their own efforts.
As society has become more technologically sophisti-
cated, the knowledge required to understand and participate
intelligently in society has increased and so therefore has
the importance of education for children. Much of a child's
life is spent attending formal educational institutions.
Thus, the educational role of the family has been dramatically
curtailed. Other "traditional" functions of the family are
also being shared with other institutions or have been trans-
ferred to them completely. These include care for the sick
and the elderly, care for the mentally ill or handicapped
of all ages, and the provision of relief to economically dis-
advantaged relatives within one's family. Thus, families no
longer have so high a proportion of child caring responsibil-
ities as they once did. Other societal institutions play
major roles in supporting, supplementing, and at times sub-
5
stituting for family child cate functions.
A second factor accounts in part for the change in the
distribution of families and public responsibilities toward
children: the weakened credibility of a laissez-faire ap-
12
proach by government to children and families. During the last
several decades, individuals have become increasingly depend-
ent on huge economic institutions for their economic well-
being. Concurrently, the State has taken on the task of
regulating social and economic conditions to ensure that
children and their families will receive the goods and ser-
vices needed for proper child development and for maintaining
the family's stability and capacity to respond to the needs of
its children. Public policy makers have been confronted with
problems and issues (e.g., poverty, discrimination, economic
inequality, women's rights, children's rights) that once
might have been considered private troubles, but which now
have been sufficiently politicized to become public issues
demanding attention and action in a public forum. "In the
nature of modern industrial society," Daniel Moynihan has
remarked, "no government, however firm may be its wish, can
avoid having policies that profoundly influence family rela-
tionships. This is not to be avoided. The only option is
whether these will be purposeful, intended policies or whether
they will be residual, derivative, in a sense concealed ones."
Reforming the relationship; some 20th century alternatives.
Even in the 1980 's, determining the appropriate character of
13
the relationship between the state and children/families re-
mains a major moral and intellectual task for policy makers.
Public action tends to be incremental and uncoordinated, and
policy planners are cautious about "interfering" with the per-
ogatives of families as the primary child care institutions.
Gilbert Steiner has noted a continuing tradition of "govern-
mental reticence" in dealing with the lives of children.
"When politicians consider legislation affecting children gen-
erally, they do so hesitantly and reluctantly, knowing that
the American social system presumes that barring economic
disaster or health crisis, a family should and will care for
7
its children without public intervention."
This hesitant and reluctant attitude informs policy
makers' judgments about who should be eligible for public
benefits. Theoretically, public officials may choose to
distribute government aid on either a "universal" or a
"selective" basis. A "universal" approach would be:
. .
. one in which benefits are distributed with-
out reference to individual incomes or means.
Rather eligibility is established on the basis
of group membership, by the onset of a specified
condition or circumstances that is assumed "on
the average" to warrant distribution of benefits,
with or without prior contributions by or on
behalf of the individual.
14
In contrast a selective strategy operates as follows:
In order to qualify for cash benefits or services,
in kind. . . the individual must demonstrate he
currently has insufficient resources--income, assets,
and other sources of support or ability to pay.
. . . Depending on the way one looks at it, those
who do not need assistance are excluded from re-
ceiving benefits; or benefits are channeled to
9those most in need of help.
As Steiner indicates, Congress has been more comfortable
with the restricted or "selective" response to people's
"need." The responsibility of the State can be largely con-
fined to the "residual" function of assisting those persons
living in emergency situations or chronic dependency, either
because of (1) individual circumstances (such as old age, ill
ness, disability, child abuse or neglect), or (2) the malfunc
tioning of the "normal" institutions of society (e.g., dur-
ing an economic depression) . The purpose of the public re-
sponse is to strengthen the resources (economic, social, psy-
chological, occupational) of people in order to help them to
...
11
become as independent and self-supporting as possible.
As much as possible, programs are designed as "investments"
in people's development, rather than simply the provision
of "consumption" goods and services as ends in themselves.
"Cost effectiveness" is a major concern for the propo-
nents of this "selective" response. Programs are judged
15
"by the extent to which each dollar of benefit is allocated
to those who are most in need and could not otherwise command
the benefit on the open marketplace; the guiding thought is
that there be no waste of resources."
12
To ensure that this
objective is attained, wherever possible a person's eligibil-
ity is determined by a means-test. Persons who have suffi-
cient resources themselves to purchase goods and services in
the marketplace are thus excluded from receiving public sup-
port. The assumption here is that one's
-'need" for public
benefits is determined by the level of one's income; an in-
verse relationship between income and need is presumed.
An income threshold is imposed, above which needs can sup-
posedly be satisfied adequately by individuals or families
themselves
.
The "universal" strategy contrasts sharply with the
"selective" approach. it has challenged public officials
to rethink the assumptions of the more traditional "selective"
response and to alter public programs accordingly. Speci-
fically, the "universal" perspective questions the assump-
tion that social services are needed only by the poor, by
those in need of counseling or therapy, or in times of eco-
nomic depression. Rather, "all people are regarded as having
'needs' which ipso facto become a legitimate clai
whole society. 13 As Robert Morris has indicated:
m on the
... today, almost anyone can be vulnerable.
And if not today, tomorrow. Anyone can be perma-
nently crippled by injury, accident or devastating
illness produced by disease or our industrial
society's disruption of the environment. The
wealthiest and strongest families give birth to
the severely retarded and the physically damaged.
The aberrations and instabilities of the national
and international economies can and v/ill convert a
community with a strong industry and stable employ-
ment into a dismal backwater afflicted with perma-
nent unemployment. The problems of the widow and of
the orphan in the past have been joined by the dif-
ficulties of divorced mothers, often left to cope
with small children. Without making any attribu-
tion of cause, it suffices to note that very deep
social changes have introduced these and other
hazards which can arise abruptly to confront any
person and any family.
As a result, the network of programs and ser-
vices which once expressed our human attempt to
deal with these vulnerabilities now becomes a ne-
cessity for the well-being of the entire community,
and not merely an expression of charity on the part
of the safe and secure directed at the occasional
victim.
Public programs thus may serve "normal 'first line' func-
tions of modern industrial society," 15 constituting "the no
mal and accepted means by which individuals, families, and
communities fulfill their social needs and attain healthful
16living." Or so allege the proponents of the "universal"
strategy.
17
Policy makers confront these debates on universal and
selective strategies whenever they make public decisions on
the appropriate relationship between children/families and
the State. If Moynihan is correct, this confrontation today
is inevitable. No longer can modern governments isolate them-
selves from the well-being of children and families. Their
actions or inactions, for good or ill, will have a dramatic
impact. But, as Gilbert Steiner points out, public officials
make their decisions reluctantly and cautiously. At what
point should the State intervene into the traditionally "pri-
vate" realm of the family? Ultimately, the choices of deci-
sion makers appear most clearly in the public policies them-
selves. Here questions of eligibility (who benefits? who
does not?) must be answered. And here one can observe con-
cretely the shape of the relationship between government and
children and their families.
Transforming Public Policy for Children/Families :
Program Designs, 1935-1975
During the past twenty years, social services for children
and their families have undergone a series of transformations
which have effected changes in the clientele served and the
18
specific provisions of the programs. Together they determine
the contours of public action for these particular groups and
individuals in our society. The principal programmatic struc-
tures that defined contemporary American policy makers'
choices on these issues have been articulated within the
context of the Social Security Act, culminating with the pas-
sage of Title XX ("Social Services for Individuals and Fami-
lies") in 1974.
The following analysis will trace the gradual incorpor-
ation of a social service strategy for children and families
into the Social Security Act. It will indicate Congress's
specific decisions on the appropriate types of benefits for
children and their families, as well as the conditions of
eligibility for these benefits. The purpose of the analysis
is to set into context the provisions of the Title XX amend-
ment and to reveal the unique character of this legislation.
It will also reveal the specific nature of the transformation
of the federal response to the needs of children and families
in the United States.
Universal social insurance strategy . In its initial form the
Social Security Act (1935) was landmark legislation which cat-
apulted the federal government into the fields of income
19
maintenance and social services for particular groups in
need. 17 Although building on the previous efforts of state and
local governments, it was innovative, combining a variety of
policy concepts, definitions of eligibility, types of public
aid, and methods of administration into one omnibus legisla-
tive package. The basic design of the Act reflected an over-
riding concern for income maintenance programs with a second-
ary interest in social services programs. Although the por-
tion of the legislation that focuses on services has increased
since the original formulation, the emphasis remains on income
maintenance programs, including those for children and their
families. Therefore, it is appropriate to specify the charac-
ter of these programs and their first impact upon the social
and economic security of our youngest citizens.
In formulating the provisions of the Social Security Act,
policy makers were influenced both by the economic pressures
of the times and the basic ideological presuppositions of
American society concerning the role of the federal government
in providing for the well-being of its citizens. The politi-
cal and economic realities of the Depression dictated primary
concern with the financial insecurity of the unemployed and
the elderly who were too old to work. The federal government
20
responded, in part, with two major social insurance programs
—unemployment compensation and old-age insurance. In each
case, compulsory contributions (in the form of a payroll tax)
from employers and/or employees in "covered" employment
created a special fund from which participating workers who
became unemployed or retired could receive cash benefits as
a matter of right because of their previous contributions to
the special fund. in the case of the Old Age Insurance pro-
gram, the exact amount of the pensions was subject to federal
regulation and was based upon the average earnings received
by a specific worker prior to his/her retirement. In regard
to unemployment compensation, the states carried the major
responsibilities for its implementation, and state legisla-
tures decided upon the amount of the benefits to be awarded
to the various unemployed workers, the length of time that
benefits might be paid, and the requirements for attaining
insured status in a covered employment. In both programs,
therefore, the qualifications for receiving benefits were
structured around the concepts of covered employment and pay-
roll contributions rather than of economic need; and thus
people who would not have lived in poverty conditions would
still be eligible for benefits under stipulated conditions
21
of age and unemployment. 18
The impact of the social insurance programs, especially
OASDI and unemployment compensation, on children and families
has been widespread. According to Alfred Kadushin, more than
90 percent of all families in the United States are covered
by OASDI while a somewhat smaller percentage is eligible for
unemployment compensation and workman's compensation. 19
In 1973 there were seven million beneficiaries of unemployment
compensation, many of them with dependent children. Further-
more, at the same time OASDI numbered about five million chil-
dren as recipients of its benefits: 2.85 million children
receiving benefits because their fathers had died; one million
because of parent disability; 600,000 because their fathers
had retired; and 300,000 children over eighteen who had in-
curred a disability before their eighteenth birthday, and
20
whose fathers were dead, disabled, or retired.
Policy makers in the United States have typically viewed
social insurance as the most reasonable and acceptable form
of income maintenance. This is the case largely because the
elderly and unemployed are looked upon more favorably than
other groups needing public benefits, since they have conformed
to the norms of productive work and have contributed to their
22
own relief. This is not to say, however, that public involve-
ment in the various types of social insurance programs has
come about without obstacles. Although survivors' insurance
was added to the Social Security Act in 1939, disability in-
surance was not initiated until 1956, and Medicare was included
only in 1965. Furthermore, a national health insurance pro-
gram, even after many years of debate, is still not a reality
in this country; nor has the United States followed the lead
of most European countries and instituted a children's or
family allowance program, designed to provide all families
with children with financial support in the raising of their
, .
t
.
21
children
.
Targeting dollars to needy children and families . If the
federal government has been cautious in becoming involved in
a comprehensive manner in social and health insurance programs,
its reluctance to take a lead in providing income maintenance
or social services explicitly directed at needy or dependent
children and their families has been even more marked. Until
the 20th century, the development of programs for children was
the responsibility of state, local, and voluntary organiza-
tions. Ever since colonial days, public and private agencies
have provided sporadic relief to children in extreme situations,
23
such as those without parents, those who were physically
or mentally ill or whose parents were so afflicted, those
whose parents were destitute or who neglected or abused them.
Programs to deal with these situations included a form of
income maintenance for families ("outdoor relief"), protectiv<
services for children, institutional care (e .g ., orphanages
,
almshouses), and a type of foster home care ("indentured
apprenticeship," especially prevalent during the Colonial
22period)
.
In the 20th century, two factors that have served
as both cause and effect of a more intensive and continuous
growth of the role of the federal government in planning for
the welfare of children have been the decennial White House
23
Conferences and the Social Security Act itself.
The first White House Conference, convened by President
Theodore Roosevelt in 1909, focused on the problems of the
"dependent child" and urged that action be taken to encourage
care for children in the home as much as possible, relegating
the institutionalization of children to a last resort. There
were two important concrete results of this first conference:
the creation of the U.S. Children's Bureau "to investigate
and report. . . upon all matters pertaining to the welfare of
children and child life among all classes of our people";
24
and the adoption by the states, beginning with Illinois in
1911, of "mothers' pension laws" to provide public payments
to impoverished widows to keep their dependent children at
home. (Fy 1934, most of the states had at least formally
adopted this type of legislation.) The White House Confer-
ences of 1919 and 1930 continued to develop standards for the
evaluation of child welfare, health, and education programs,
and to provide a forum for an increasing number of profession-
al groups focusing their attention on the needs of children.
The actual translation of these concerns and analyses into
policy action by the federal government was and continues to
be a typically incremental process. Even in the formulation
of the Social Security Act in 1935, the needs of children
and their families were at best only a secondary focus of
attention. As Gilbert Steiner has written, "within the pack-
age primarily addressed to a federal interest in the problems
of unemployment and old age, in a kind of afterthought, spon-
sors included noncontroversial grants to the states for aid to
dependent children—ultimately to become the largest public
assistance program—and for child welfare services." Steiner
comments further that "that afterthought of 1935 represents
the most advanced stage of federal policy on behalf of children
24
until at least the mid-sixties."
25
Within the Social Security Act the principal program
designed to support cildren was Aid to Dependent Children
(later Aid to Families with Dependent Children)
. Although
the social insurance programs served indirectly to aid many
children and families to maintain economic security, they did
not cover such contingencies as: children with fathers who
are ill for prolonged periods of time; long periods of unem-
ployment after benefits have been exhausted or not paid at all
because of lack of participation in a covered employment; de-
sertion, divorce, separation, illegitimacy, imprisonment,
death of the father (if not eligible for social insurance
benefits) --all circumstances which might easily result in the
reduction of economic well-being. Indeed, most AFDC families
consist of a mother with children, but a father who is alive
and absent from the home (because of divorce, desertion,
etc.). The AFDC program is designed to provide income mainte-
nance to these families if their situation requires such sup-
port in order to maintain economic well-being for the family.
Determination of "need" is left to the states (and sometimes
local authorities) . They must determine the costs of living
essentials (rent, clothes, food, utilities, etc.) in their
particular areas, ascertain the income status of the AFDC
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applicants, and thus the amount of benefits to be allocated
in each case. Although benefit levels in most states cover
only the essentials of living at best, the program does assist
about eight million children in any single month, along with
about three million parents. it is estimated that AFDC has
assisted 100 million children since its inception in 1935 to
grow up in their own homes rather than be put in foster homes
25
or institutions.
Child welfare services
. Provisions for social services to
children/families constituted a separate section (Title V)
of the Social Security Act and consisted of the following:
maternal and child health services, services for crippled
children, and child welfare services. "Child welfare ser-
vices," instituted in Title V-3, were designed for "the pro-
tection and care of homeless, dependent, and neglected chil-
dren, and children in danger of becoming delinquent." Both
the health and welfare services were targeted originally
toward "predominantly rural areas and areas of special need." 26
The purpose of the child welfare services, for example, was
to assist the states in initiating new services, reaching more
children with already existing services (albeit in predomi-
nantly rural areas) , and improving the quality of services
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in general. Unlike the comparable public assistance program
for children and families, ADC or AFDC, child welfare ser-
vices were not targeted to persons in severe economic need;
rather, the aim of the program has been "to assure the avail-
ability of child welfare services to all children needing them,
regardless of race, religion, economic or social status, or
length of residence in one spot." 27 Thus, the child welfare
services, at least in intent, incorporated some of the fea-
tures of universalism, and in this respect distinguished them-
selves from the selective approach of Aid to Dependent Chil-
dren with its strong emphasis on economic need as a basis for
receiving beenfits.
In 1958, the federal government abolished the restriction
on the use of federal funds for the provision of services to
rural areas, and thus urban segments of state populations be-
came eligible for federal support. Indicative of the increas-
ing concern by policy makers, Congress in 1958 also established
an Advisory Council on Child Welfare Services tc make recom-
mendations on the planning of children's services. In 1960,
both the Council's report and the decennial White House Con-
ference called for the expansion of the definition of child
welfare services. Congress responded in 1962 by amending
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Title V-3 of the Social Security Act to give a new definition
of the term "child welfare services" as follows.
Public social services which supplement or substi-
tute for parental care and supervision for the pur-
pose of (1) preventing or remedying, or assisting
in the solution of problems which may result in
the neglect, abuse, exploitation, or delinquency
of children, (2) protecting and caring for the
homeless, dependent, or neglected children, (3) pro-
tecting and promoting the welfare of children of
working mothers, (4) otherwise protecting and pro-
moting the welfare of children, including strength-
ening of their own home where possible, or where
needed, the provision of adequate care of children
away from their homes in foster family homes or day
care or other child-care facilities. 28
With this expanded delineation of child welfare services,
federal policy makers took a major step in differentiating
the various types of services that might be pertinent to the
well-being of children and their families. Currently, the term
•child welfare services' embraces, according to Alfred Kadushin,
the following types of services: 1) "supportive services,"
such as mental health and family agency services, protective
services and case work service under the AFDC program; they
are designed to help families and children to cope with prob-
lems within the home; 2) "supplementary services," such as
day care and home-maker services; they are designed to carry
out on a temporary and limited basis one or more of the re-
sponsibilities of a parent or guardian; and 3) "substitutive
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services," foster family care, adoption, or institutional child
care; these services are designed to replace completely (on
a temporary or permanent basis) the actions normally performed
by parents or related quardians. 29
Social Services and Public Assistance: Initial Efforts
Unlike the child welfare service program, Aid to Families
with Dependent Children was not originally a services program.
As noted earlier, it was intended as an interim income main-
tenance program to assist particular categories of poor peo-
ple who were temporarily unqualified for social insurance ben-
efits while the latter program was expanding and maturing.
However, the public assistance program did not "wither away"
as policy makers had prescribed. By the 1950' s, the persistent
and growing number of persons receiving AT DC payments and the
consequent ci3ing costs )£ the program encouraged the search
for solutions to the problem. According to professional
social workers, the locus of the problem was the individual
recipients themselves, whose maladjustments perpetuated their
poverty in an affluent society. The proper remedy was pro-
fessional treatment through social casework services. Such
services had been provided on a sporadic basis by some workers
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during the first twenty years of the AFDC program. it was
not until 1956, however, that Congress, in the Social Security
amendments, initiated a policy providing social services
for public welfare recipients in order to assist them in be-
coming "economically self-sufficient." The Senate Finance
Committee report on the bill noted that "services to streng-
then family life are an investment in future citizens" and
therefore an appropriate program objective for AFDC (and Aid
to the Blind, Old Age Assistance)
. Futhermore, the report
contended that services contribute to effective administra-
tion .
"To the extent that they can remove or ameliorate the
causes of dependency they will decrease the time that assist-
ance is needed and the amounts needed." 30 Although the final
legislation authorized a 50 percent contribution to the states
for the provision of social services, it did not specify a
special authorization for social services, nor did it require
the states to make services available.
The major impetus for the provision of social services
for public assistance recipients came in the early 1960 's.
In September 1961, the Ad Hoc Committee on Public Welfare
issued a report calling for changes in public welfare legisla-
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tion, including "an accelerated, intensive program, through-
out all welfare departments, of rehabilitatilve services to
ADC families by trained personnel. The purpose of these
services was "to help individuals and families rece iving ADC
become self-supporting, and to correct or prevent the family-
disruption which results from absence of a father or his un-
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employment." On February 1, 1962, President Kennedy pre-
sented a Special Message to Congress on the reform of the pub-
lic welfare programs. Noting the continued dependency of
many people, for reasons "often more social than economic,
more often subtle than simple," Kennedy asserted that "merely
responding with a 'relief check' to complicated social or per-
sonal problems—such as ill health, faulty education, domestic
discord, racial discrimination, or inadequate skills— is not
likely to provide a lasting solution. Such a check must be
supplemented, or in some cases made unnecessary, by positive
services and solutions, offering the total resources of the
community to meet the total needs of the family to help our
the President nor his Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Abraham Ribicoff, believed that a social strategy
alone would be effective in helping people attain self-
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less fortunate citizens help themselves. Although neither
sufficiency, they did perceive social services as a necessary
supplement to income maintenance in removing people permanent-
ly from the public assistance rolls.
From these early initiatives came a series of legislative
efforts to institute and reformulate the appropriate objec-
tives and role of social services for families and children
in the AFDC program. The political and legislative history
of these efforts are too intricate for a comprehensive dis-
cussion here. As m the discussion of the child welfare
service programs, the analysis will be confined to two prin-
cipal questions: the basis of allocation of the services
and the nature of services themselves. An overview of the
development of social services for children and their families
from 1962 to 1975 indicates a continuous expansion of social
service clientele and a diversification of the services pro-
vided. The 1962 amendments limited eligibility for social
services to people receiving public assistance (e.g., AFDC),
to former recipients, and "others who, in the light of their
precarious life circumstances, were potential candidates for
34
public assistance." The Bureau of Family Services (in
DHEW) defined potential recipients as those who might reason-
ably need public assistance payments within one year of their
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application for social services. Although theoretically this
legislation and corresponding administrative regulations
pointed toward the extension of social services beyond the
public welfare recipient population, practically this was not
the case. Neither financial nor professional social worker
resources were available in sufficient quantities to make this
a reality. Futhermore, there was a conflict in objectives,
since the primary purpose of the social services was to re-
duce the size of the public assistance population while there
was also an effort to expand the number of persons receiving
public governmental benefits by providing social services to
people who might become public assistance recipients during
the next year.
The types of social services authorized in the 1962
amendment were less comprehensive than they were to become
in subsequent years. Although the term "social services" was
not defined in the legislation, the focus was on "intensive
social casework services that presumably would rehabilitate
the poor, changing their behavior in ways that would help them
3 5to become economically independent." Authorized social ser-
vices also included homemaker and foster care services, though
these were subsidiary to the main thrust of social casework.
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The evidence of the effect of social casework between 1962
and 1967, when this approach underwent major revaluation, was
disappointing to most policy makers. Between 1962 and 1966,
one million recipients were added to the public assistance
rolls. Whether social casework could have been successful
under optimum conditions is a matter of conjecture. However,
the conditions were far from optimal. As Neil Gilbert has
observed, "... large caseloads, demands of eligibility cer-
tification (while trying to establish a casework relationship),
diversity of clientele (many of whom did not need or want
casework services but had to accept them)
, qualifications of
staff (many of whom were not professionally trained) , and
omnipresent bureaucratic regulations of public assistance ad-
ministration were hardly conducive to the performance of
3 6effective social casework."
Social services: 1967 amendments
. Although Congress was dis-
mayed at the lack of progress from 1962 to 1967 toward self-
support for public assistance recipients, it did not abandon
this strategy. On the contrary, in the 1967 Social Security
Amendments, Congress expanded the range of social services for
children and families, while the principal goals of self-
support and strengthening the family remained the same. The
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1967 legislation authorized a program of "family services"
to achieve these goals. The Department of HEW regulations
issued to implement the new amendment required that the states
"assist all appropriate persons to achieve employment and self-
sufficiency, (and provide) child care services for persons re-
quired to accept work or training, foster care services, fam-
ily planning services, protective services, services related
to health needs, and services to meet particular needs of
families and children." 37 The "particular needs" phrase in-
cluded "obtaining education, overcoming homemaking and housing
problems, reuniting families, money management and consumer
education, child rearing, education of family living, and in
appropriate cases, protective and vendor payments and related
3 8services." Furthermore, states had the option of providing
(and being reimbursed for) various "family services" in order
to strengthen the family or to assist members of the family
to attain self-support and personal independence; and "selected
services," including child care (in addition to those re-
quired)
, educational and training services (where there was
no Work Incentive Program)
,
emergency assistance and legal
services. Mildred Rein has remarked that: "the 'particular
needs' and 'full range' clauses of the regulations created
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such a comprehensive array of specified services that lit-
erally almost any service was federally reimbursable." 39
Thus, by 1967, there was a trend away from a narrowly con-
ceived set of social services, revolving around the activi-
ties of social casework, to a much more diversified concep-
tion of services. As Martha Derthick points out:
In official language, a distinction.
. . began to
develop between 'soft' and 'hard' services. Ad-
vice and counseling from a caseworker were 'soft'
in this managerial parlance and presumably less
valuable than day-care centers or drug treatment
centers, or work training, which were 'hard' and
which were much more widely available in 1969
than in 1962 because of the intervening growth of
public programs for social purposes. The changed
conception and changed social context help lay
the basis for granting funds for a much wider
range of activity than the daily routines of
caseworkers .^0
Furthermore, there was a reorientation in the purpose of the
social services away from a sole concern of reducing economic
dependency to "a broad-scope network concerned to a large ex-
tent with maintenance and care-oriented services. These ser-
vices are directed more at enhancing human development and
the general quality of life for those in need than reducing
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economic dependency."
Congress in 1967 also relaxed the requirements of eligi-
bility for social service benefits. Former recipients of
37
public assistance were now defined as those who had received
welfare benefits during the previous two years and potential
recipients as those who might receive benefits within the next
five years. Moreover, the concept of "group eligibility" was
introduced so that people living in low income neighborhoods
and in institutions became eligible for social services.
Aftermath o f the 1967 amendments: challenge and response .
The effect of the broadening of eligibility and diversifica-
tion of services was to increase dramatically the costs of
the services for the federal government. From 1967 to 1971,
federal grants for all social services in the public assistance
titles increased from $282 million to $741 million; and from
1971 to 1972, federal expenditures in this area rose to $1.6
billion. One explanation for this dramatic increase in annual
spending for social services was the "open-end" funding arrange-
ment by which the federal government contributed 75% of the
funds for the provision of social services. Another factor
which contributed to this continuous increase was a provision
in the 1967 amendments which allowed the state welfare (or
social service) agencies to purchase from private (non-profit)
sources, as well as from other public agencies, the services
needed by their clientele. These factors will be discussed
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in more detail in Chapter II.
Alarmed by the accelerating costs of social services
spending in the late 1960
• s and early 1970' s, the Nixon Ad-
ministration attempted to redirect social services and reduce
the level of federal involvement in this policy area. it is
beyond the scope of this essay to detail all of the proposals
and counter-proposals, political and administrative actions
centering on social services policy issues during this period,
Rather, the focus of attention will center on proposed redi-
rections of federal involvement initiated by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) and the Nixon Admin-
istration in the early 1970' s. The controversies surrounding
these proposals finally resolved themselves (at least tempor-
arily) in an unexpected way with the creation of Title XX of
the Social Security Act in 1974.
The first strategy to control federal social services
spending was to attempt to impose a ceiling on the amount of
funding that the government would allocate annually to the
states. The first attempt at a "closed-end" type of appro-
priation came in 1970 in a proposed new social services title
to accompany the Family Assistance Plan. Although FAP did
not pass in both houses of Congress, the President requested
in both 1971 and 1972 that the increase in federal social ser-
vices spending be limited to 10 percent above the previous
year's total. However, many policy makers thought that this
proposal would not resolve the inequities among the states
that had resulted from the "open-end" approach; states that
had not received their "fair share" in the past would be fixed
in this position under the new proposal. Furthermore, these
same policy makers considered that the 10 percent increase
was too low and thus was not politically acceptable. 42 Conse-
quently, neither of these appropriation requests was enacted
into law.
In October 1972, in the wake of a Presidential veto of
the Department of HEW appropriation bill, partially on the
grounds of the lack of a social services ceiling, and a pro-
jected need for a $4.7 billion (as compared to $1.6 billion in
the previous fiscal year) federal contribution toward social
services, Congress acted to control spending in this area.
The result was a $2.5 billion ceiling on social services ex-
penditures by the federal government. The new law provided
that 90 percent of the expenditures be allocated to public
assistance recipients, while only 10 percent could be distri-
buted for services to former or potential public assistance
40
recipients. Although some services were exempted from this
ruling, such as child care, services to the mentally retarded,
drug addicts, services for foster children and for family
planning, the basic thrust of the legislation was to alter
the apparent trend toward universalism that had been develop-
ing with respect to the provision of social services.
It is within the context of this legislation that one
should view the proposed HEW social services regulations
issued in February 1973. These regulations addressed the
two principal substantive issues discussed in this section
of the chapter— i.e., the basis of allocation of services
and the types of social services to be offered through pub-
lic agencies. On the former issue, the regulations redefined
the terms "former" and "potential" recipient to include only
those persons who had received public assistance within three
months or were likely to need public assistance within the
following six months. Furthermore, under the regulations, a
person or family would be eligible for social services only
if their income did not exceed 133 1/3 percent of the assist-
ance payment level in the state, whereas former regulations
had no income criterion; and no group eligibility was to be
43
allowed
.
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In regard to the types of services provided, former reg-
ulations had authorized 21 services, 16 of which were manda-
tory. The new regulations proposed to require only three
services: family planning, foster care, and child protec-
tion, in addition, there were eight optional services, in-
cluding day care, educational services, health-related ser-
vices, homemaker and home management services, among others. 44
These regulations engendered adverse reaction from many
of the interest and constituency groups that had benefited
from the previous loosely defined regulations, from profes-
sional groups interested in furthering the welfare of these
beneficiaries (as well as enhancing their own positions) , and
from political and administrative officials in the states.
For example, the National Governors' Conference responded
that the regulations were contradictory to the tenets of New
Federalism and unwise restrictions on the definition of eligi-
45bility standards. Soon after the regulations were made
public, a Social Services Coalition (initially about 20 or-
ganizations, including labor unions, associations of state
and local governments, professional and advocate organiza-
tions in the social service field) was formed to study the
regulations, determine what restrictive impacts they might
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have, and plan strategies to counteract these policy proposals
As a result of the efforts of the National Governors' Con
ference and the Social Services Coalition, the Senate Finance
Committee held hearings on the proposed regulations in May
1973. The members of the committee were concerned by the
testimony they received on the restrictive nature of these
regulations. Therefore, they voted to prevent the regulations
from going into effect until January 1974. This extension
was later shortened to November 1973. Now the Social Ser-
vices Coalition had two options: work to change the regula-
tions or attempt to initiate new legislation to remove the
provisions of the regulations that they opposed. They chose
the latter option.
In subsequent meetings of the Coalition, controversies
arose over whether there should be federally mandated services
which the state would have to provide or whether there should
be an emphasis on stating goals only and allowing the states
to determine the actual services. In other words, could the
states be trusted to provide the necessary services to enhance
the well-being of their needy citizens? By the end of 1973,
there was still no new legislation. Although the HEW regula-
tions had gone into effect on November 1, Congress postponed
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the effective date of the regulations until January 1, 1975.
During 1974 a spirit of cooperation emerged among the par-
ticipants in the formulation of Title XX. Health, Education,
and Welfare administrators realized that the regulatory strate-
gy had failed and that new legislation was the only alterna-
tive. HEW officials proposed that policy making authority and
responsibility for social services reside in the states rather
than the federal government. This was clearly a dramatic
change from their February 1973 position. Throughout 1974,
there were meetings between the Social Services Coalition and
members of HEW to work out compromises on many of the substan-
tive issues. In October 1974, a bill was submitted to Congress
and was passed in final form on December 20, 1974. President
Ford signed the legislation on January 4, 1975, and Title XX
of the Social Security Act became law.
Serving Children Throught Title XX
Mandates and Constraints
Title XX, like most important legislation, is a bundle
of compromises. However, it has its own identity which differs
from any other social service program. What are its fundamen-
tal characteristics? Three of them are embodied in require-
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ments which stipulate: 1) the types of services that states
can deliver under Title XX; 2) eligibility restrictions for
services; and 3) limitations on federal financial involve-
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ment
.
Types of services. Title XX grants to the states a relative-
ly free hand in deciding what types of services to provide
children, the aged, and other eligible groups in need. Rather
than indicating explicitly what services a state must provide,
the federal legislation states goals toward which services
should be directed. They include:
(1) Achieving and maintaining economic self-support to
prevent, reduce, or eliminate dependency;
(2) Achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including
reduction or prevention of dependency;
(3) Preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploi-
tation of children and adults unable to protect their
own interests, or preserving, rehabilitating, or re-
uniting families;
(4) Preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional
care by providing for community-based care, home-
based care, or other forms of less intensive care;
or
(5) Securing referral or admission for institutional
care when other forms of care are not appropriate,
or providing services for individuals in institu-
47tions . '
The range of services appropriate to attaining these goals
45is almost without bounds. The Title XX statute suggests
the following as possibilities:
child care services, protective services for chil-
dren and adults, services for children and adults
in foster care, services related to the management
and maintenance of the home, day care services for
adults, transportation services, training and re-
lated services, employment services, informational,
referral, and counseling services, the preparation
and delivery of meals, health support services,
and appropriate combinations of services designed
to meet the special needs of children, the aged,
the mentally retarded, the blind, the emotionally
disturbed, the physically handicapped, and alco-
holics and drug addicts. 8
And this list by no means exhausts the possibilities, for ap-
propriate services are not limited to those listed in the
statute. One might note the large number of services that
focus directly or indirectly on the needs of children. They
exhibit an awareness and concern for the special needs of
this age group on the part of the federal legislators.
Congress went even further in assuring the states flexi-
bility in determining appropriate services for their citizens.
It stipulated that: "The Secretary (of HEW, now Health and
Human Services) may not deny payment (under Title XX) to any
state with respect to any expenditure on the ground that it
is not an expenditure for the provision of a service directed
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at a goal described." Congress thereby prohibited the
federal government from vetoing a service proposal (with a few
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exceptions, indicated below) by a state, if that state insis-
ted that the service was intended to attain one of the five
federal program goals.
The states, however, were not absolutely free to deliver
any service under the auspices of Title XX. Congressional
policy makers differentiated social services from medical
services, which were covered in such legislation as Medicaid
and Medicare. Moreover, Title XX stipulates that "the pro-
vision of any educational service which the State makes gen-
erally available to its residents without cost and without
regard to their income" does not fall within the ambit of
the Title XX social services. 50 Congress presumably wished
to separate educational services with their thoroughly uni-
versalist foundations from social services developed largely
within a more or less restricted or selectivist perspective.
Even with these moderate restrictions, federal lawmakers
dealt most leniently with types of services that states might
deliver under the authority of Title XX.
Eligibility requirements . Title XX culminates a 12 year trend
of loosening the eligibility requirements for social services
recipients. The statute specifies three categories of recipi-
ents eligible for social services: 1) "income maintenance,"
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2) "income eligible," and 3) "without regard to income." 51
The "income maintenance" category is reserved for those
persons either receiving or eligible to receive public assist-
ance through either the Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDC) or Supplementary Security Income (SSI) programs.
Persons in this category are "poor" according to federal or
state means-test criteria. Congress indicated that at least
50 percent of the federal funds awarded to the states through
Title XX must be allocated to persons qualifying for this
status
.
The "income eligible" category reveals an important as-
pect of Title XX 1 s identity. Individuals and families in
this category are not eligible for income maintenance, but
their incomes are not greater that 115 percent of the state's
median income (adjusted for family size)
. States may provide
social services to persons and families within this income
group, although mandatory fees must be imposed on families
with incomes that range from 80 percent to 115 percent of
the state's median income. However, individual states may
set lower eligibility limits at their discretion and may im-
pose fees for services provided to persons whose income is
below the 80 percent state median, including those persons
48
receiving income maintenance. The only requirements m this
case are that: 1) fees must be related to a person's income,
and 2) fees "shall not exceed the cost of the service to
the Title XX agency." 52 Thus, the states have much greater
flexibility than ever before in determining exactly who among
what classes of people will receive social services under
Title XX.
The final status, "without regard to income," is reserved
for persons in need of special types of social services.
They include: family planning services, information and re-
ferral services, and services "to prevent or remedy abuse,
neglect, or exploitation of children or adults. 53 Federal
regulations indicate that people may receive these services
regardless of their income status "at State option if the State
so provides in its service plan." 5^
The Title XX statutory and regulatory provisions on eli-
gibility attempt to guide the states' efforts through mandates
and opportunities. The states must respond to the service
needs of those receiving income maintenance assistance. But
all other social services legislation included that require-
ment. What is unique about Title XX is not only the wide-
ranging choice among possible social services, but also the
opportunity to allocate social services among a substantial
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cross section of the socio-economic community, from the very
poorest to those with middle class incomes, all the way to
the upper classes (with respect to abuse and neglect services,
for example)
.
Financial restrictions
. Under Title XX there is a limit on
the federal government's generosity in the financing social
services in the states. Congress' 1972 $2.5 billion ceiling
on federal social services spending remained firmly in place
under Title XX. However, even with the close-ended, formula
type provision, Title XX remained a grant-in-aid program;
under its requirements the states had to contribute their own
share of the expenditures for the social services delivered
or purchased from private sources. Congress stipulated that
the federal government would continue to pay 75 percent of
the costs, up to the federal allotment for each individual
state. The states would provide the rest of the money.
Family planning was an exception; in this case the federal
would pay 90 percent of the costs, while the state would con-
tribute the remaining 10 percent. Finally, Title XX stipulated
that the states must maintain their spending level for social
services at or above their appropriations for these programs
during fiscal year 1974.
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Summary
Because of its unique features, Title XX stands alone
as a public programmatic response to the needs of children
and families. However, Title XX is also embedded in an his-
torical and developing context of public programs that serve
children. Many of these programs were incorporated into the
1935 Social Security Act. They included income maintenance
programs (e.g., Old Age and Survivor's Insurance and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children) , as well as an incipient
child welfare services program that provided protective and
substitutive services to children in rural areas. The major
federal impetus for social services in recent years came in
1962, when Congress permitted services to public assistance
recipients (and those persons who had received public assist-
ance or were likely to receive it) and their children in
order to further their economic self-sufficiency. In 1967
the eligibility standards were relaxed somewhat, and the range
of social services expanded from an emphasis on "case work"
services to the inclusion of educational and legal services
for parents and day care services for children. The rapid
growth of social services in many of the states, and the en-
suing debates over the appropriate federal response, resulted
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in the enactment of Title XX in December 1974. m creating
the Title XX program, Congress moved closer that it ever had
in the past to a universal strategy in providing social
services to children and their families. The provisions of
the statute apparently afford the states more opportunity
for a flexible response to the "needs" of children in their re-
spective jurisdictions. How have the states responded to
this opportunity? Specifically, how has Vermont worked with-
in these opportunities and constraints? An analysis of the
continuing development of Title XX in Vermont from 1975 to
the present is the subject of Chapters III and IV of this
essay
.
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CHAPTER II
DESIGNING SOCIAL SERVICES PROGRAMS
FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION
Introduction
Through its decisions on the shape of social services
programs, Congress attempts to mold the relationship of chil-
dren, their families, and government in the United States.
Social services programs, however, do not administer themselves
They do not automatically fulfill their creators' intentions.
Nor do they acquire their mature form until long after their
legislative birth. Until then, they often must "withstand
buffeting by a constantly shifting set of political and social
pressures during the implementation phase" of their exist-
1
ence. Hence policy makers must create for their legislative
offspring an institutional milieu that will ensure not only
the program's survival, but also its effective administration.
Effective program implmentation occurs when the activities of
administrators "conform" to the spirit of the program's de-
2
sign
.
The history of social welfare programs, and social ser-
vices programs in particular, is in part a story of federal
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public officials' attempts to ensure that their programs are-
administered in an effective manner. Because programs are al-
ways administered in an institutional context, the focus of
the story is on the efforts of federal officials to develop
and maintain high levels of institutional (in particular ad-
ministrative) performances during the implementation of so-
cial welfare programs. The analysis of these efforts is es-
sential for understanding the significance of Title XX.
This legislation is, in part, Congress's attempt to restruc-
ture the institutional arrangements, including federal and
state relations and the decision-making processes in state
administrative agencies, in order to ensure more effective
and responsive social service programs for children and
families (and adults). The particular identity of Title XX '
s
administrative arrangements can be best seen in the wider con-
text of social welfare administration in the United States
since the 1930' s. It is within this historical environment
that Title XX developed and acquired its specific shape.
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Implementing Public Programs:
the Context of Fed^r^li gm
A federal arrangement of governmental institutions in
the U.S. constrains the efforts of national policy makers to
attain effective implementation of their programs. This fed-
eral structure may be characterized as a "kind of political
order animated by political principles that emphasize the
primacy of bargaining and negotiated coordination among the
several power centers as a prelude to the exercise of power
within a single political system, and stress the value of
dispersed power centers as a means of safeguarding individual
3
and local liberties. in practice this has meant that the
federal government is not the actual deliverer of public
goods and services; rather, it relies on the states and lo-
calities to perform the actual operating functions of most
domestic programs, whether initiated at the federal or local
levels. This intergovernmental feature of program implemen-
tation continues to challenge federal policy makers to devise
institutional arrangements through which effective program
administration may take place.
Specifically, they must address the following issues:
1) the appropriate division of functions and responsibilities
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among federal and state (or local) governments; 2) the speci-
fic form of the intergovernmental program (e.g., categorical
grant, block grant, special or general revenue sharing);
3) the extent to which detailed standards or guidelines are
necessary; and 4) the degree of federal financial involvement
in program implementation. in making these decisions, federal
policy makers are constained on the one hand by the status of
the states in our political system, by their diversity of
political and economic conditions, resources, and needs, and
thus by pressures toward decentralization of implementing
authority; and on the other hand, by the desire to have pol-
icies implemented according to federal standards, and thus
traditionally by an emphasis on control and centralization. 4
Institutional Structures for Socia l
Welfare Programs:
Intergovernmental Strategies
Social welfare programs in general and social services
programs in particular clearly reflect the compromises be-
tween the centralization and non-centralization of decision-
making authority. The diverse income maintenance and social
service programs which constitute the field of social welfare
policy incorporate different resolutions of debates over the
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appropriate forms for intergovernmental programs, the extent
of federal guidelines, and the degree of federal financial
involvement. They range from complete federal control over
program implementation to a much more common division of re-
sponsibility between federal and state (and local) governments.
In the latter instances, the precise proportion of federal
and state authority varies with each individual program. The
common nurturing ground for all of them is the Social Secur-
ity Act.
The federal control strategy
. In the original Social Security
Act (1935)
,
there was only one program, Old Age Insurance
(OAI), over which the federal government retained complete
control. Federal policy makers opted for this arrangement
in the "social security" program for the sake of administra-
tive efficiency. They reasoned that the crucial task of keep-
ing accurate records for all participating workers, many of
whom move from one state to another during their working
careers, could be accomplished best by one centralized agency.
Furthermore, federal officials reasoned that equitable treat-
ment of social security recipients necessitated a uniform
program design throughout the country."*
The only other federally administered income maintenance
program is Supplementary Security Income (SSI). it encom-
passes the previous Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind,
and the Aid to the Totally and Permanently Disabled programs,
and is designed to provide cash assistance to poor people
who are elderly, blind, or otherwise disabled and who qualify
under a "means-test" criterion. The original programs were
administered by the states under federal rules but with
substantial discretion for the states built into the program
design. Considerations of equity and efficiency again prompte
lawmakers to nationalize and combine the three previous pro-
grams and thus ensure their effective implementation accord-
ing to uniform federal guidelines. 6
One other federal program, Disability Insurance, exhi-
bits a slight modification of the total federal control ap-
proach. In this case, there is a program designed solely by
federal authorities, with no state legislation needed to im-
plement the program in each state. The goals and means of
implementing the program are federally stipulated. However,
state governments function as administrative agents of the
federal government. State bureaucratic agencies determine
whether applicants are eligible for disability insurance on
63
the basis of the federally determined criteria. A relation-
ship of functional administrative decentralization obtains.
The implementing task of one level of government has been
transferred to another for the sake of efficiency and respon-
siveness to the particular situation in each state. However,
even though state administrative discretion is very much
circumscribed, the federal governemnt is nevertheless dependent
upon the states for the effective administration of the pro-
gram. Evidence indicates that strict federal guidelines are
not always sufficient to curtail state administrative action
beyond the bounds of federal mandates. in several cases
state administrators have been more responsive to the eco-
nomic needs of their clientele than is warranted on the basis
of the federal eligibility requirements. Thus ensuring com-
pliant program administration even in a relatively centralized
institutional arrangement within the federal system is by
7
no means guaranteed.
The federal-state partnership option
. In the case of most
income maintenance and social service programs, the goal of
high quality implementation is potentially more elusive.
In contrast to OAI
,
SSI, and Disability Insurance, Congress
has designed the majority of its social welfare programs to
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stimulate or support states' efforts to develop, expand, or
maintain their own social welfare programs responsive to
the diverse needs of their citizens. These programs include
Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Child Welfare Ser-
vices, Medicaid, and unemployment compensation. They reflect
the fundamental role of the state governments in the American
federal policy, since the states have been able to retain
substantial control over the character and administration of
these programs.
From a federal perspective, these programs offer a con-
tinuing challenge to devise methods for their effective ad-
ministration. Since there are more politically powerful
decision makers involved in the administration of these pro-
grams, the potential obstacles are more numerous. How much
control does the federal government actually have in these
cases? What important decisions concerning program administra-
tion have been left to the states? What strategies have
federal officials developed to meet the challenge of high-
quality administration?
Since these are federal programs, the federal government
remains the initiator; and it has the opportunity to stipulate
g
the fundamental goals of the programs. In the case of the
unemployment compensation program, the objective has been
to ensure that the states will have a publicly funded oper
ation to assist qualified persons in covered employment
who have become unemployed. m regard to public assist-
ance—Aid to Families with Dependent Children, and the for
mer Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and Aid to the
Permanently and Totally Disabled programs-Congress speci-
fies the particular types of people who can receive bene-
fits under the program, such as the children of single
parent families which have incomes below a specified level
In the child welfare programs, the federal government has
encouraged the states to cooperate in "establishing, ex-
tending, and strengthening.
. . public welfare services
.
. .
for the protection and care of homeless, dependent,
and neglected children, and children in danger of becoming
9
delinquent .
"
What had the federal government done to ensure effec-
tive programs to meet these goals? The detailed involve-
ment of Congress or federal administrative officials in
formulating directly or indirectly the provisions of the
programs has varied considerably. In the case of unemploy
ment compensation, there has been minimal federal involve-
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ment in shaping the program. state legislatures decide the
amount of benefits awarded to unemployed workers, the length
of time that benefits may be paid, and the requirements for
attaining insured status in a covered employment. in the
public assistance programs, eligibility determination and the
amount of payment to "welfare" recipients is a matter for
state determination, within broad federal guidelines. The
case of child welfare services is somewhat different. Here,
state public welfare agencies are required to develop plans
for the implementation of child welfare programs, and these
plans have to be approved by federal administrative officials
before federal funds are awarded to the states. Thus, with
the partial exception of child welfare services, the states
are not accountable to the federal government for the ef-
fectiveness of their actions in attaining specific objectives
in these program areas. There are only vague goals held
out before state administrative officials and only a few
administrative stipulations about the appropriate actions
to atrain these goals. The real emphasis is on ensuring
that federal monies will be spent on the specific programs
for which they were intended (a fundamental feature of any
"categorical" grant program), rather than the extent to
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which that money accomplishes federal goals or deals ade-
quately with the problems toward which the programs are
directed
.
This state of affairs in federal-state social welfar.
programs reflects the lack of consensus in American society
on major policy issues and the effects of this situation on
the way policies are made. In order to impose policy choices
on the states, the federal government itself must have come
to some definite conclusions on these matters. As the most
inclusive political jurisdiction, it is the only government
capable of formulating common goals for the nation. This is
a difficult enough task in a purely federal program; but in
an intergovernmental program, it is particularly troublesome,
since "the extremely diverse interests of all state govern-
ments are directly engaged in the program's operation."
10
The grant-in-aid system enables "the federal legislature to
commit itself to serving very broad national purposes (such
as 'more adequate' welfare) without assuming the burden of
making all of the political choices it would haze to make in
a unitary system (how much welfare, for whom?)." 11 Partly
reflecting this lack of consensus on particular, concrete
issues, the structural mechanisms for unified, consistent
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national policy making-for example, a "responsible" party
system or a unified executive-are simply not present in
our system of government.
Because of the "disjointed" character of the policy-
making process in this country, federal efforts to ensure
effective implementation of policies through intergovernmental
grant-in-aid programs have focused on the administrative
aspects of the implementation process, both as ends in them-
selves and as proxies for the control of policy outcomes.
Again with reference to income maintenance programs, parti-
cipating states have had to establish state administrative
agencies either to implement the program itself or to over-
see its administration by county or municipal jurisdictions.
Furthermore, state programs have had to be in operation in
all of the legal jurisdictions within the state, i.e. within
all of the counties, cities, and towns in the state. Other
federal provisions imposed a number of procedural require-
ments on state administrative agencies, including a fair
hearing and appeal before a state agency for any individual
whose application for financial assistance has been denied.
As early as 1939 federal regulations also required that a
rit system be used in the selection of administrators forme
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the welfare agencies implementing the programs. Federal
administrators of grant programs have traditionally considered
professionally competent, state administrators to be the
sine qua non of efficient and responsible administration
of federal policy. A counterweight to political non-cen-
tralization, they are perceived to be abiding allies of
federal policy interests. 12 Thus, federal efforts to ensure
high-quality program administration have tended to be in-
direct at best. Only rarely have they confronted in a de-
tailed way the necessary and sufficient conditions for
effective and accountable administration.
Institutional Implementation of Social Services;
A Challenge to Federal-State Relations
Social services programs for children and adults have
developed within the same institutional and political milieu
as most other social welfare programs in the United States.
Their history reflects and accentuates many of the problems
faced by programs implemented in a federal-state environ-
ment. What have been the peculiar dilemmas of social ser-
vice implementation in this country? What has contributed
to and reinforced these problems. What attempts have been
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made to resolve these issues and with what effects? Final-
ly, what is the special character of the Title XX response
to the quest for effective administration of social services
programs in the United States?
Social services' dilemma: "uncontrollable" spending
. in-
corporated into the 1962 Public Welfare Amendments (of the
Social Security Act), social services developed as an ad-
junct to the public assistance programs. Social services
grants required the states participating in public assist-
ance programs to provide services to "welfare" recipients
and authorized the federal government to pay 75 percent of
the costs for these services. For the next decade federal
control over the implementation of social services was either
difficult or at times seemingly impossible. In the four
years prior to 1972, social services grants to the states
quadrupled, increasing from $354 million in fiscal year 1969
13to $1.69 billion in fiscal year 1972. Neither the Presi-
dent nor Congress intended this growth of social services
expenditures. Nor did social services professionals desire
that "federal funds poured for purposes that no one in
Washington knew and for which the states could offer no
accounting." They "had wanted the painstaking cultivation
71
of professional specialties under Washington's guidance."
By the early 1970 's, however, social services grants had
been transformed "into a measiJure of fiscal relief for the
states." 14 to many political and administrative officials,
this was a dilemma. What were its causes? who or what was
responsible?
Social services legislation: loophole s in the amendments
There appear to be two primary culprits: the 1962 and 1967
legislative amendments. 15 m those amendments, lawmakers
responded to four important issues: 1) how to define social
services; 2) who would be eligible for social services;
3) who should provide the social services at the state
level; and 4) the extent of federal financial support for
the program. Potential obstacles to high-quality admini-
stration of the social services program are embedded in these
responses
.
The 1962 amendment specified only the purposes of the
social services—self-support, self-care, strengthened family
life, prevention of dependency, etc.; but it did not define
exactly what services were permitted. This created a poten-
tial problem, given the high federal/state matching ratio
and the lack of expenditure ceiling. The law indicated only
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that the federal government would subsidize the costs of
services "prescribed" or "specified" by the Secretary of
HEW. The former category included those services required
of states that wished to qualify for the social services
grant; the latter category encompassed optional services
that the states themselves might choose to provide to welfare
recipients and others eligible for public aid.
In the 1967 Amendments, Congress did attempt to define
'social services', but its definition was circular and still
vague. Family services became "services to a family or any
member thereof for the purpose of preserving, rehabilitating,
reuniting, or strengthening the family, and such other ser-
vices as will assist members of a family to attain or retain
capability for the maximum self-support and personal inde-
pendence." The lack of clear definition of services
meant that no precise social service objectives could be de-
duced from the legislation. This in turn made it difficult,
if not impossible, to determine if and when social services
were attaining the objectives set down for them.
In addition to the vague definitions, the 1967 Amend-
ments omitted the stipulation that the Secretary of HEW was
responsible for determining "specified" or "prescribed"
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services. According to Martha Derthick, "the omission of
these phrases in 1967 deprived the secretary of a firm stat-
utory defense when states started making claims for acti-
vities they called services. The burden of proof that the
claims were invalid now fell on HEW." 17 Moreover, "the
vagueness of the law had created a vast area of administra-
tive choice. It was simply not clear what was authorized
to be done, on behalf of whom, or by what state agencies." 18
This situation exacerbated the problems of federal offi-
cials in holding the states accountable for their actions
in implementing the program.
Besides the lack of clear definition of services, sev-
eral other components of the social services legislation
created potential difficulties for its implementation. The
amendments authorized services not only to current recipients
of public assistance programs, but also to former recipients
and those who were "likely to become" recipients. The speci-
fication of who was "likely to become" a beneficiary changed
over the years, varying from a "potential" recipient "within
one year" in 1962, "within five years" in 1967, to "within
six months" in the HEW proposed regulations in 1973. The
effect of the 1962 and 1967 specifications was potentially
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to expand the scope of the intended beneficiaries of social
service aid and to move toward a more universal allocation
of benefits. This might increase the effectiveness of the
social services strategy in attaining the objectives of self-
care and prevention of dependency. However, it also had the
potential of rendering state agency judgments about a per-
son's eligibility less susceptible to federal overview.
After all, how does one effectively contradict an administra-
tor's judgment that a person will be a public assistance
recipient "within five years"?
The 1962 Public Welfare Amendments also permitted state
agencies to purchase services from other state agencies, in
particular state health and vocational rehabilitation agen-
cies, "or any other state agency which the Secretary (of HEW)
may determine to be appropriate." Social service agencies
could not purchase services directly from private agencies
in 1962, but they could do so indirectly by acting through
one of the other state agencies which would then contract
with the private agency. in 1967 the social service amend-
ments broadened the authorization to purchase services to
include private agencies, at the discretion of the Secretary
of HEW. Once again this statutory feature of the program
an
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held out the promise of effective and efficient action t<
respond to the social service needs of individuals. if
agency was not capable of supplying these needs itself, it
could then
-contract" for the service provisions. Put the
possibility of unaccountable private agency action (espec-
ially after 1967) could not be overlooked. Without the
appropriate oversight, private agencies might charge state
public agencies for services not actually rendered or for
services provided that were really not necessary to the im-
proved well-being of the recipient.
The final problematic feature of the social services
amendments was their "open-ended" character. Congress ob-
ligated itself to match (on a 75/25 ratio) state expenditures,
no matter how many people received social service benefits.
It judged that the economic conditions in the states were
in continuous flux, and so therefore were the number of
service recipients and the aggregate size of state service
expenditures. Consequently, Congress reasoned that it would
be impractical to set a particular level of federal expendi-
tures in advance. In the case of assistance payments, Con-
gress had imposed a limit on federal obligations by stip-
ulating the amount of money it would spend on each recipient.
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The social services grants did not impose such a fiscal ceil-
ing, the federal government agreed to pay 75 percent of social
services expenditures, regardless of how much the states a-
warded to how ever many present, former, or potential »wel-
fare" recipients.
Policy makers undoubtedly saw this provision as integral
to their plan of action. Congress had formulated the goals
of the program, (at least in 1962) prescribed the kinds of
services appropriate to attaining these goals, and indicated
the clientele eligible to receive services. Now it promised
in advance to appropriate the needed funds to make the service
strategy effective. But how to hold the states accountable
for their actions and decisions? How to ensure that their
choices about who to serve and how to serve them effectively
(i.e., to ensure their independent status, rather than their
continued dependence) would conform to federal intentions?
Legislation which afforded the opportunity for potentially
effective action also had the potential to become a Trojan
horse of "uncontrollable" spending.
Federal/state administration: 1962-1967
. In such a situa-
tion federal administrative guidelines became an important
factor in securing federal control over state action. The
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first set of HEW guidelines was issued by the Bureau of
Family Services in 1962, and were in effect for five years.
(TPS was founded in 1936 as the Bureau of Public Assistance
and renamed in 1962 to reflect the new interest in social
services.) The BPS was staffed by professional social work
specialists who had a particular conception of social ser-
vices and a strong professional attitude toward the appropri-
ate administration of intergovernmental programs. it con-
ceived of services in terms of social casework by a skilled
social worker. Furthermore, the BFS considered its responsi-
bilities to include the careful control of state execution of
casework. For example, it promulgated rules and standards
for caseloads, ratio of supervisors to workers, the fre-
quency of social worker visits to clients, and the training
of caseworkers. Federal social service grants went largely
to pay for the salaries of these caseworkers, who would
ensure adequate (effective and accountable) implementation
of the program.
The Bureau did anticipate that one aspect of the law,
the purchase of services provision, might make it vulnerable
to state exploitation. It feared that the states would apply
federal social service grants to the costs of schools, hos-
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Pitals, and other state activities. if this happened the
goal of services directed primarily to the poor might be
sacrificed to a more "universal" allocation of funds, and
furthermore Congress might decide to alter the open-ended
arrangement and thereby reduce the total funds available
for social services expansion as well as the potential ef-
fectiveness of the program. Therefore, the BFS ordered
state public assistance agencies not to purchase services
that were normally the responsibility of other state agen-
cies, and not to replace "present levels of effort by other
state agencies in respect to public assistance clients." 19
Overall, the Bureau of Family Service's relations with
the states was "thoroughly regulatory and hortatory. Having
a clear doctrine of what public assistance administration
ought to be like, it set high standards for the states,
spelled them out at great length in 'state letters', and
(had) worked with utmost determination for some thirty years
(i.e., from the beginning of the Bureau of Public Assistance
2 0in 1936) to bring state governments up to standards."
Whatever the virtues of this style of intergovernmental re-
lations, however, it did not achieve the intended goals of
the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962, i.e. the reduction
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of welfare dependency. On the contrary, between 1962 and
1967, "welfare" rolls increased steadily.
This situation engendered reactions from Congress,
high level administrators in HEW, and the public in general.
Critics saw the problem in terms of ineffective implementa-
tion of the program. Specifically, they argued that the r>FS
approach was too rigid and narrow. Subsequently, statu-
tory and administrative reforms were instituted that would
have profound effects on the character and direction of the
program and the relations of federal and state officials in
controlling its implementation.
Impact of 1967 reforms: the road to "uncontrollable" spend-
ing.. As discussed earlier, the 1967 Amendments mandated a
broadened scope of services and allowed purchase of services
from private agencies. This in effect expanded the federal
fiscal role in social service delivery, while again leaving
to HEW the formulation of specific guidelines for the imple-
mentation of the program. The revised administrative guide-
lines emerged in January 1969 in the wake of an administra-
tive reorganization in HEW. Responsibility for social
services administration was removed from BPS and transferred
to a new organization, the Social and Rehabilitation Service
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(SRS), which encompassed the Vocational Rehabilitat ion Admin-
istration, the Administration on Aging, the Mental Retar-
dation Division of the Bureau of Health Services in the Pub-
lic Health Service, and the Welfare Administration, compris-
ing the Bureau of Family Services and the Children's Bureau.
At first the administration of social service grants was
divided among several of these units, but soon a new agency,
The Community Services Administration, was created "to provide
a focal point for development of improved methods of social
service delivery, improve management of social service pro-
grams, and provide for better community-wide planning and
coordination of these services." 21 The point was to improve
institutional performance at the state and federal levels
to ensure the more effective implementation of the social
services program.
The creation of the Community Services Administration
and especially the Social and Rehabilitation Service in-
creased the generalist administrative control over profes-
sional specialists in HEW and enabled better coordination
among the specific services provided. "Career officials"
in the SRS, members of the civil service, but not program
specialists, prepared the new guidelines. In contrast to
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the 1962 guidelines, which were prepared in the BFS by a
professional social worker, the new guidelines were prepared
by an inter-agency committee in the SRS which tended to sub-
ordinate the perspective of any one program specialty. 22
In virtually every respect the new guidelines were more
permissive toward state administrative action than their
1962 counterparts. They abandoned the narrow BFS definition
of social services as casework by trained specialists. Re-
flecting the new statutory emphasis, services provided through
day care centers, drug treatment programs, or work training
programs for AFDC recipients were added to the daily routines
of social caseworkers as legitimate forms of state activity,
for which the federal government would contribute 75 percent
of the cost. Furthermore, in regard to casework activities,
the previous standards relating to caseload, supervisor/
worker ratios, and the number of visits per client were
dropped.
The 1969 guidelines also addressed the issue of pur-
chase of services. Most of the former restrictions were
dropped, and state public welfare agencies were no longer
forbidden to pay for services that were normally the respon-
sibility of other state agencies. Indeed, "the new rules
positively required the states to increase their use of pur-
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chase; State plans were to 'assure progressive development
of arrangements with a number and variety of agencies,
with the aim of providing opportunities for individuals
to exercise choice with regard to the source of purchased
service.^ 23 Perhaps the best overall characterization of
the 1969 guidelines is by Martha Derthick: "The guidelines
.
. .
encouraged state entrepeneurship
. States were in-
vited to use their imaginations in devising services." 24
The new federal guidelines both reflected and encouraged
a new perspective on the social services program. The new
perspective was much more overtly "political" than had been
the case previously. The arena of action at the state level
had shifted in the middle 1960 's. Governors and their ap-
pointed staffs took the lead in expanding social service
programs in their states, and they continuously "tested the
bounds of federal intent." 25 They were less concerned with
professional standards of administration and accountability
to federal bureaucratic officials than with securing for
their individual states all the social service grant money
that they could obtain. In this activity they were abetted
by some of the principal officials in HEW responsible for
the administration of the social services programs. Sev-
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eral of them were former state officials who had worked
earlier at the acquisition of grants for their respective
states. 26
The combination of strong pressure by state officials,
the predisposition of some politically appointed officials in
HEW to respond favorably to the state demands, and the over-
all looseness of the federal statutory and administrative
guidelines for social service implementation resulted in a
period of "uncontrollable" social service grant increases.
The largest states, such as New York, Illinois, and California
accounted for much of this growth; collectively, they received
58 percent of the federal social service grants in 1972.
Between fiscal years 1971 and 1972, when federal social ser-
vices grants increased by nearly one billion dollars (from
$740 million to $1.68 billion), New York and Illinois to-
gether accounted for 70 percent of this growth in expendi-
tures. Most of the increases in state expenditures came
from the federal encouragement of purchases of services by
welfare departments from other state agencies, including
(in New York) health, education, corrections, narcotics
control, youth, probation, and state university organiza-
27
tions. Other small states began to follow the example of
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these larger states; and in July 1972, nine states projected
increases of over 1,000 percent above their grant allotments
for the previous year. Incredibly, "Mississippi projected
an increase of 42,118 percent (sic), a sum that was more than
half of the state's budget." 28
The federal response to "uncontro l lable" spending: plavina
the Title XX card
. Social services grants had increased
sufficiently by 1971 to engender a Presidential response.
In 1971, and again in 1972, the Administration proposed
limiting social services grants increases to 110 percent of
the previous fiscal year. in both instances, Congress de-
feated these measures. The Nixon Administration also re-
commended reorganizing social services within the context
of its Family Assistance Plan (FAP)
, but this program too
was defeated in Congress. Finally, in October 1972, Congress
agreed to impose a $2.5 billion ceiling on social services
expenditures by the federal governemnt. Moreover, it in-
structed HEW to prepare a new set of regulations for the
social services programs.
The second Nixon Administration, beginning in January
1973, was much more oriented to fiscal management, especially
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in dealing with social programs, than was the first Admin-
istration. Reflecting this perspective, the new regulations
on social services were quite restrictive in terms of state
discretionary action. The emphasis was now on institutional
changes that would ensure tight accountability for social
services programs in the states. The sudden change in at-
titude and the restrictive actions based on it intensified
considerably the conflict between the federal HEW officials
and the state and local officials and interest groups who
desired to continue to provide social services in a more
expansive manner. As the last chapter indicated, the many
proposals and counterproposals eventually resulted in the
compromise legislation that became Title XX of the Social
Security Act in January 1975.
Like the 1962 and 1967 Amendments, Congress designed
Title XX in part to ensure high-quality administration of
the social services programs within the context of federal-
state "cooperation." As the analysis has indicated, the
policy makers' first two efforts were not completely suc-
cessful. How did Title XX differ from the two previous
cases? How did Congress intend Title XX to improve the
implementation of social services in the United States?
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In the first place, Congress attempted no definition of
social services in the Title XX legislation. it did indi-
cate five broad goals toward which services should be di-
rected; but, with a few specific exceptions, Congress left
to the states the task of formulating social services appro-
priate to the attainment of the federal goals.
As discussed in the previous chapter, Congress mandated
that at least 50 percent of federal social services funds
should go to persons eligibile for public assistance. How-
ever, beyond that prescription, it allowed each state to
decide how to spend the remaining portion of its social
services allotment, again within certain restrictions that
would control the access to services by people with suffi-
ciently high levels of income to pay in part or completely
for them.
Congress balanced its leniency in service definition
and eligibility requirements by imposing a strict limit on
the federal contribution to social services spending. Pol-
icy makers stipulated a $2.5 billion dollar ceiling on fed-
eral expenditures, to be allotted on a "formula" basis to
the states. Congress intended here to restrict severely
the "grantmanship" aspect of the previous experience with
the program. No longer would the size of state grants "be
determined by creative interpretation of federal guidelines
enterprising administrative reorganizations, proposal-writ-
ing skills, and the general 'wheeling dealing' of the con-
29summate grantsman."
Thus, in the Title XX program, Congress provided a
direction for federal and state administrators' efforts
(the five major goals), considerable flexibility to the
states in devising methods of reaching those goals (loose
specification of services), the opportunity to direct ser-
vices for a fairly broad range of people (moderately unre-
strictive eligibility requirements), and the incentive to
implement the program in an efficient manner (because of thi
fixed amount of federal funding that each state might
acquire under the social services program)
.
But Congress was not satisfied with these provisions.
It wanted to ensure the effectiveness of the Title XX pro-
gram. Perceiving the task to be bound up with high-quality
institutional performance, Congress prescribed that each
state submit to federal officials a Comprehensive Annual
Services Program (CASP) plan. According to the Title XX
statute, each CASP plan is to contain the following infor-
-ation: 1) a statement of "the objectives to be achieved
under the program"; 2) a listing of the services that the
state intends to offer and a discussion of the relation-
ship of the individual services and the Title XX goals;
3) the categories of individuals to whom the state will a-
ward social services; 4) the source of funding for the in-
dividual services; 5) an indication of the public and/or
private agency responsible for the implementation of the
services programs; 6) "a description of the planning, evalu
ation, and reporting activities to be carried out under the
program"; 7) "a description of the steps taken, or to be
taken, to assure that the needs of all residents of, and al
geographic areas in, the state were taken into account in
the development of the plan"; 8) an indication of how the
Title XX authorized services will be coordinated with pro-
grams sponsored under the Title IV-A and IV-B (i.e., AFDC
and child welfare services), the Supplementary Security
Income (SSI), and the Medicaid programs, "to assure maxi-
mum feasible utilization of services under these programs
to meet the needs of the low income population." 30
The HEW administrative regulations tend simply to re-
iterate these requirements. However, they do specify more
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closely the CASP plan requirements at two points. Pirst
,
in terms of objectives, the administrative regulations pre-
scribe that the individual state objectives "shall be stated
in the services plan in measurable terms so that an assess-
ment may be made of the extent to which they are achieved." 31
Secondly, the regulations formulate more clearly than the
statute the meaning of the terms 'planning' and 'evaluation',
in its description of the 'planning' process, the state
Title XX plan must characterize:
•
• •
(the) relationship with the State budget pro-
cess and the legislature; input from other State
regional and local planning units and from local'general purpose governmental units; citizen or-
ganizations and individuals; relationship of needs
assessment and services resources inventory to
setting of program priorities and allocations of
resources
.
For the 'evaluation' section, the federal regulations re-
quired a review of the "purpose, scope and timing of current
and proposed evaluations, and the schedule for dissemination
of evaluation reports."
The main objective of the CASP plan is to improve the
effectiveness of social services programs by rendering the
policy-making process more self-conscious and deliberative
than it might otherwise be. Federal lawmakers also reasoned
that the state policy-making process could be more accountable
to state citizens and more effective if they mandated citi-
zen participation. Therefore, the Title XX statute speci-
fies that each year a proposed CASP plan will be presented
to the citizens at least ninety days prior to the beginning
of the fiscal year. During this time the state must allow
at least forty-five days for citizen responses. The admin-
istrative regulations require in the CASP plans:
... a general description of the steps taken toassure Publ lc participation in the development ofthe services program, including contacts with pub-lic and private organizations, officials of countyand local general purpose government units, and
citizen groups and^ individuals, including recipi-
ents of services. ^
The regulations furthermore mandate citizen participation in
all important aspects of social services program planning,
including "needs assessment, identification of priorities,
and allocation of resources throughout the development of
the services plan."
Properly implemented, federal lawmakers thought,
Title XX would make state social services agencies more
effective in helping children and families and also more
accountable to the federal government, to state citizens,
and to services recipients. It would help to ensure that
the flexibility given to the states under Title XX would
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be used by them in a responsible and productive manner.
Through Title XX 's program design and requirements. Cong
hoped to remedy the problems encountered during the previou
twelve years of attempting to implement a social services
program within a non-centralized political and administra-
tive arena.
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CHAPTER in
ALLOCATING CHILDREN/FAMILY SERVIC
TITLE XX' S IMPACT IN VERMONT
Introduction
Title XX is the culmination of four decades of fed-
eral action to assist children and families. its goals re-
veal the hopes of its formulators: self-sufficiency; the ab-
sence of abuse, neglect, or exploitation; "preserving, re-
habilitating, and reuniting families"; community based care,
with institutional care as a last resort; and access to the
services needed by children and adults. Title XX 's design
allows potentially for a greater variety of services to more
people than any previous services program in the United
States
.
Paradoxically, Title XX marks also a potential turning
point in federal and state relations in the social services
policy area. It symbolizes a reversal of a forty-year trend
of relying on the federal government as the principal policy
maker for social policy. Responsibility for decisions on
which children (and adults) should receive public social
services has now devolved in large part to the states. As
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indicated in Chapter I, the states under Title XX have con-
siderable freedom in determining appropriate social ser-
vices to attain federal Title XX goals. Health and Human
Services (HHS) officials have no authority to override
these state decisions. Moreover, Congress authorized the
states to provide services to children/families not eligi-
ble for income maintenance ("welfare") assistance. Some of
these social services (e.g., day care), entail fees for
persons above a specified income level, but others (e.g.,
protective services for children) are granted "without re-
gard to income."
Of course, federal lawmakers have not abdicated complete-
ly responsibility for children and family services. The
Title XX legislation specifies that 50 percent of the federal
Title XX funds must be used to provide services to persons
receiving or eligible for income maintenance (i.e., AFDC or
SSI)
.
Moreover, Congress did impose a formidable restric-
tion by retaining the $2.5 billion federal spending ceiling
on social services that it had passed in 1972. And finally,
as indicated in Chapter II, Title XX requires annual plans
revealing each state's efforts on several aspects of social
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services "planning." The coalition of Title XX supporters
hoped in 1974 that this fixture of opportunit.es and mandates
would enhance the flexibility of state officials, but also
encourage them to create or maintain effective, efficient,
and accountable social services networks for children and
adults in their states.
in this essay, the focus is on one state, Vermont. The
analysis, divided into two chapters, explores the contours
of the social services structure for children/families in
this state and assesses the efforts of state administrative
and political officials to "plan" for effective, efficient,
and accountable social services delivery.
Social Services for children/families are provided
through a multitude of public and private organizations in
Vermont. Title XX funded programs constitute an essential
component of that effort. The purpose of this chapter is
to delineate the types of services programs for children/
families that are administered under the auspices of Title XX,
and to describe briefly their purposes, their clientele, and
their relative positions within the structure of social ser-
vices in Vermont. This discussion will reveal the extent
of state flexibility under Title XX in deciding how to alio-
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cate social services for children/families.
Federal lawmakers and Title XX supporters wanted to do
more with Title XX than simply grant the states additional
flexibility in social services programming. They desired
that the states use their new "freedom" to "plan" a social
services network that would attain effectively and efficient-
ly the federal goals stipulated in the legislation and also
increase accountability to federal officials and to state
citizens. Flexibility was to be limited by disciplined
"planning" and monitoring of social services to ensure the
achievement of these objectives. The nature of Vermont's
efforts at social services "planning" for children and fam-
ilies will be explored in Chapter IV.
Social Services for Children in Vermont;
Background and Overview
Public social services in Vermont have developed in
response to the needs and demands of its citizens. The ex-
tent of the need is, in part, a function of the social and
economic conditions within the state, while the character
of the state's response reflects its citizens' judgments
about the appropriate role of its government in responding
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to the various precarious situations of children, adults,
and their families.
Vermont is a small, rural state, whose population of
511,000 people (in 1980) ranks it 48th in size among the
states. Vermont is also a society in transition. it has
experienced a recent period of rapid growth; from 1960 to
1980, its population size increased by 31 percent. Most of
this increase is accounted for by the growing industriali-
zation of Vermont which has induced a large number of peo-
ple to migrate to Vermont. While manufacturing had contri-
buted the largest amount to the growth of the real gross
state production (27% from 1970 to 1978) in recent years,
the service sector is also largely responsible for this
steady increase in economic development. Together they have
supplied an economic base for financing public social ser-
vices in the state.
The age distribution of the population contributes to
the need and demand for social services. "Vermont is charac-
terized by a high proportion of persons between 25 and 34
years of age (a result of the post-World War II "Baby Boom'),
a lower proportion of persons in the 0-4 age class due to
a nationwide decline in birth rates, and a relatively high
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Proportion of persons over 55 years of age." 2 Thirty- three
percent of Vermont's population are between the ages of 20
and 44. if one adds the age category 45 to 54, this is
another 10 percent of the population. This is significant,
because it is this group (43 percent of the population)
who are likely to have children potentially in need of pub-
lic social services. These children themselves constitute
38 percent of Vermont's citizens.
Those persons in greatest need of public social services
are the individuals and families living in poverty. During
the 1970 's the number of persons living in poverty, as de-
fined by the federal government, declined in Vermont; but
in 1975 the proportion of poor Vermont residents and families
was 13.5 percent and 10.8 percent respectively. These aver-
ages were higher than those for the United States as a
whole, where 11.4 percent of the citizens and 9.0 percent of
the families lived below the poverty line. Thus the need
for some response by the state is clearly evident.
What has been the response of Vermont to these needs?
Surprisingly, more than one would expect probably from a
small state whose population's median family income ($12,415
in 1975) put it 44th in a ranking of states on this measure
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of economic well-beina m iqii wo g. in 1972 Vermont extracted from its
citizens for the "welfare" component of its public policy
$11.75 of every $1,000 of personal income. This is an in-
dicator of the state's effort in this area independent of
federal contributions. Vermont ranked 7th among the states
on this measure. Incidentally, in 1970, "Vermont had the
greatest tax effort in the nation, taking 14.7 percent of
the total personal income (of its citizens) in state and
local tax collections." 3 These statistics indicate something
of the emphasis that Vermont's citizens place on public
sector activities in general and on "welfare" programs in
particular.
But why this kind of positive response to the needs of
the poor and otherwise disadvantaged. After all, Vermont is
supposedly a state that "prides itself on being a land of
stubborn independence of attitude, with a generally conserva-
tive turn of mind, cut off from the mainstream of national
development along industrial and urban lines." 4 But Vermont
and Vermonters are more complex than this characterization
indicates. For Vermont is "a land of political paradox.
It is conservative, but it has a liberal strain."
5
Vermont's "liberal strain," its willingness to respond
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in a public manner to the financial and social services
needs of its citizens, is in part explained by two factors
which have had a profound effect on Vermont's political
life. The first factor consists of the role of the federal
government in this programmatic area over the last fifty
years. Federal programs, and the funds which accompany
those programs, are a major inducement for a state to create,
develop, and maintain socia. welfare programs, especially
when there is an observable need for such programs. A
federal program which may pay for 50 to 75 percent of the
costs of the program in the state is not something to be ig-
nored or refused. indeed, its acceptance may well reduce
the costs of such programs over the long run, and thus allow
a state such as Vermont to maintain its desired fiscal con-
straint, while at the same time responding to the needs of
its citizens.
A second factor that explains Vermont's "liberal strain"
is the character of the "environment" in which the state's
political system is situated. Contrary to the "picture
postcard" vision of Vermont, a quiet, peaceful setting of
rolling hills, simple rural people with old-fashioned ideas
and methods, living on small farms and carrying out their
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tasks as their great-grandfathers did in the 19th century,
this state is a developing "rural technopolity . 6 whether
it be on a farm or in one of the larger urban areas, modern
and sophisticated technology is pervasive in Vermont. Tech-
nology, and the quest for efficiency which underpins its
growth and acceptability, is a phenomenon which Vermonters
have learned to live with and utilize.
They have accepted it, as well as tried to cope with
its implications, in the public sector as well as the pri-
vate, in the public sector, "technology" takes the form of
public programs and administrative bureaucratic agencies,
staffed with professional personnel, to address the problems
of poverty, educating children, dealing with crime, devel-
oping a transportation system, providing health care, and
performing all of the other tasks of a "rural technopolity."
Thus, behing Vermont's rural (conservative) character lies
a technological strain which has more profound consequences
for Vermont's political choices than does its sparsely
populated landscape.
In fact, the state's use of public organizations spe-
cifically to serve children extends back at least to the
early decades of this century. In 1913 in Brandon, an insti-
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tution was established "for the caro t •e, training and education
of idiotic and feeble-minded children, otherwise called
mentally defective children, between 5 and 21 years." 7 In
1917 a Board of Charities and Protection was created "to
accept as wards, delinquent or neglected children committed
to it. The board could then place the children in an insti-
tution or hospital or home." 8 These activities constituted
the beginnings of foster care for children in Vermont.
The federal Social Security Act provided the impetus for
the creation of several new programs to aid the poor and
needy children within the state. The Vermont legislature
responded to the federal offers of assistance by establishing
state aid to dependent children, maternal and child health
services, and psychiatric services programs for its youngest
citizens
.
Public social services for children acquired additional
institutional focus in 1967 when the Department of Social
Welfare set up a separate division for "child welfare ser-
vices." This organizational component is presently the Social
Services Division of the Department of Social and Rehabilita-
tion Services. During the late 1960's and early 1970 's,
children's services programs grew in the wake of increased
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federal efforts to fund child care (day care, through the
Office of Economic Opportunity and the expansion of the
Title IV-A program, and the passage of the 1973 Child Abuse
Reporting Law, "which increased public sensitivity to the pro-
blem and substantially increased the reporting of abuse and
9neglect in the state."
The Vermont human services landscape reflects the multi-
dimensional nature of social programs for children/families
and the discrete public and private institutional structures
developed at the federal and state levels of government for
, 10each program. m 1971 the Vermont state legislature at-
tempted to bring some order to the human services arena by
creating the Agency of Human Services (AHS ) . The Agency
consolidated into one institution the activities of the
following public organizations: the Departments of Social
Welfare, Social and Rehabilitative Services, Mental Health,
Health, and Corrections, as well as the Offices of Compre-
hensive Employment and Training (CETA)
, Economic Opportun-
ity, and Aging.
Several of the departments within the Agency of Human
Services have responsibilities for programs which affect
the well-being of children in Vermont. Although many of
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these programs do not fall within the ambit of Title XX,
their connections to the services offered under Title XX
are important in fostering a "comprehensive approach" to
the needs of children.
The Department of Health, according to its legislate
mandate, is "to serve the public by supervising and direct-
ing the execution of all laws relating to public health."
The responsibilities of the Department include such broadly
focused concerns as the control of infectious diseases,
regulation of some aspects of environmental quality (e.g.,
water supply), general health education, and family planning
(through a contract with Planned Parenthood of Vermont)
.
However, the Health Department also focuses specifically
on children through the federal/state Maternal and Child
Health program, well-baby clinics, services to handicapped
children, immunization services, dental services for children
in low income families, and Early and Periodic Screening,
Diagnosis and Treatment (APSDT) services. Finally, the
Department administers a Women, Infants, and Children
(W.I.C.) feeding program which uses federal funds "to pur-
chase and distribute dairy, cereal, and fruit products, as
well as for nutrition education."
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The Department of Mental HmH-v. ~ j •u d wealth, created m 1964, is
responsible for "the nl^nn^r, a~ i6 P a mg, development, evaluation,
and administration of programs for the delivery of state-
wide mental health and mental retardation services." Al-
though the intention of the Department is to deemphasize
as much as possible the use of institutions for the care of
the mentally ill and retarded, Vermont does have programs
which render care in community or institutional settings.
The Mental Health Department is divided into four major
component organizations: 1) the Community Mental Health
Division is responsible for overseeing the programs of the
ten private non-profit Community Mental Health Agencies
which deliver non-institutional mental health services to
adults and children in the state. in 1975, out of about
15,000 clients, 4,000 were persons under 18 years of age.
2) the Vermont State Hospital, the institutional counter-
part of the Community Mental Health Agencies, "provides in-
tensive treatment services to individuals who cannot be cared
for in their local communities." In 1975, 24 children under
the age of 18 constituted about six percent of the total case-
load of 378 persons. 3) The Division of Mental Retardation
Programs functions in conjunction with .the Community Mental
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Health Agencies, and is responsible for administering "re-
sidential, developmental, sheltered employment, family sup-
port and social services for children and adults." 4) Fi _
nally, the Brandon School "offers custody, treatment, educa-
tion, rehabilitation, and remedial care of mentally defec-
tive (retarded) persons in Vermont. Out of approximately
460 clients (in 1975), 152 are under 18."
The Department of Social Welfare administers several
programs with a major impact on children. According to the
1977 Report of the Governor's Committee on Children and
Youth, Aid to Needy Families with Children (ANFC) provided
financial grants to 27,000 individuals, of whom two-thirds
were children (under 18 years of age)
. in addition, Medical
Assistance, which pays for in-patient hospital, physician,
and dental care for low income persons, served about 16,000
children (and 31,000 adults). The Food Stamps program,
which allows eligible clients to obtain food coupons below
their purchase value, served in 1977 a monthly average of
43,500 persons, about 50 percent of whom were children.
The Vermont State Economic Opportunity Office, estab-
lished by Executive Order in 1964, functions as an advocate
for "low- income Vermonters." "The SEOO must work with low-
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income communities in Vermont to assess their problems and,
with the assistance of the low-income communities, develop
a plan to solve these problems." it channels funds to five
regional community action agencies in Vermont as well as a
summer youth recreation program for children between the
ages of 8 and 14. it also purchases dental services for
children of low income families through the private Vermont
Dental Care program.
Finally, The Department of Education spent "a total of
$58,310,000 on the education of 108,500 children in 1977."
Total local expenditures in addition to state aid amount to
$150 million in 1977. State aid supplemented local expendi-
tures for elementary and secondary education, as well as pro-
viding for Special Education and guidance services to 8,192
physically and mentally handicapped children, and a school
lunch program to 66,500 (in 1977).
According to the Governor's Committee on Children and
Youth, in fiscal year 1977, Vermont spent about 23 percent of
its total budget of $475 million on programs for its chil-
dren. "More than $60 million of the children's share is
derived from Vermont's 'General Fund'. This is about 36%
of the State's total General Fund expenditures ($167,735,000),
Ill
and amounts to 54% of the total expenditures for children."
Title XX Social Services for ChJJ^ren/g^mmes
The variety of agencies, the diversity of their func-
tions, and the magnitude of their expenditures reveal much
about the character of the public response to the needs of
children/families in Vermont. They indicate that Vermont's
political culture has been supportive of programs for chil-
dren. Whatever the fiscal conservative convictions of Ver-
monters, they have not prevented a genuinely responsive atti-
tude toward a network of social services programs.
Title XX is implicated in this effort, but it does not
touch directly upon the activities discussed so far. What
then is Title XX ' s specific focus on children/families pro-
grams? What are the Purposes of those programs and whom do
they serve? A delineation and brief discussion of the
Title XX programs for children/families, their purposes
and clientele, will serve as a necessary preface to the analy-
sis of the impact of Title XX on the allocation of resources
among these programs. The discussion will illuminate the
focus of Title XX, indicate its contribution to children's
services in Vermont, and provide a basis for specifying any
li:
changes in priorities among these programs that might have
occurred under Title XX.
Title XX funded programs in Vermont include: 1) day
care, 2) protective services, 3) services to foster care
families, 4) adoption services, and 5) group homes and
emergency shelter services for children, with the exception
of most day care services, these programs are collectively
labeled either "child welfare services" or the children's
component of Children and Youth services. Together with
day care, they are administered by the Social Services Di-
ision of the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Ser-
ices within the Agency of Human Services. Since it is day
care, or "child care," which serves the largest number of
children/families in Vermont under the auspices of Title XX,
it is with that program that the analysis of the Vermont
Title XX scene for children begins.
Day care for children. Day care for children consists of
"providing care, protection, growth, development and super-
vision of a child for a portion of the day" in the person's
home or in a private or public facility. The Social Ser-
vices Division of the Department of Social and Rehabilitation
Services (SRS) considers that a primary objective of day care
v
v
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is "to ensure that when children are absent from their par-
ents they receive care that is equal as possible to the
care a good parent provides."
in Vermont publicly supported day care may be provided
to support "the working or work-training welfare or low
income parent," to give a "respite for parents who abuse or
neglect their children," "to care for children whose parents
are incapacitated," or to ensure "a normal developmental
environment for children whose parents are failing to do
so
.
Providing day care for the children of low income
working families or of parents who are participating in work
training programs in order to "get off" welfare may help
families to achieve or maintain "economic self-support to
prevent, reduce, or eliminate dependency." Day care thus
provides benefits to parents as well as children, and facil-
itates greater independence both for parents and children.
Day care, as "respite" care for families who abuse or
neglect their children, also aims at the Title XX goal of
"preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploitation
of children.
. . unable to protect their own interests."
3y performing this service and an identical one for "chil-
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dren whose parents are incapacitated," day care in Vermont
works at "preserving, rehabilitating, or reuniting families,"
as well as "preventing or reducing inappropriate institu-
tional care by providing for community-based care, home-based
care, or other forms of less intensive care" for children
"at risk." m fact day care is "a primary resource available
to social workers who are responsible for providing protec-
tive services."
Children receiving publicly subsidized day care services
in Vermont fall into three distinct income status categories:
1) children of parents who are employed, in training, or
incapacitated and who receive a full subsidy for day care
costs; 2) children of parents who are employed, earn rela-
tively low incomes, but who do not qualify for income main-
tenance assistance; these parents receive a partial day
care expense subsidy (the size depending on the income level
of the parents) ; and 3) children who are determined to be
"at risk" of abuse or neglect. Day care is provided to
these children regardless of the income status of their
families
.
Community day care centers and licensed day care homes
are responsible for delivering day care services to children.
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The day care centers receive about 75 percent of the publi
funds appropriated for this purpose, while the remainder i
divided among "licensed or approved homes" (13%), May care
group homes" (8%), and "in-home providers" U%) . Daycare
centers and homes provide services to children in general
on an individual fee-for-service basis, as well as to the
families subsidized by the state. The individual centers
and homes are licensed by the Day Care Licensing Unit in the
Agency of Human Services, on the basis of state and federal
regulations. Recently, a less formal process has been in-
stituted for day care homes. m the new procedure, persons
operating homes must simply register with the state agency,
and certify that their day care operations are in conform-
ance with state and federal standards.
Child welfare services. In Vermont child welfare services
are presently subsumed under the category, Children and
Youth Services. Their primary goal is "to ensure the safe-
ty and welfare of children and youth who are abused, neglected,
or abandoned, or whose behavior bring them into conflict with
the law and their own best interests." This objective re-
quires public efforts in the area of child abuse or neglect,
foster care, adoption, and group homes for children as well
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as other specific juvenile oriented services.
According to its own judgment, the Social Services Di-
vision (of the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Ser-
vices) "seeks to work with a child within the family and en-
hance parental functioning." Even when parents are ill or
unavoidably absent from the home, Children and Youth Ser-
vices can be used "to ensure that children are cared for and
that family life is disrupted as little as possible." These
purposes are in line with the Title XX goal of "preventing
or reducing inappropriate institutional care by providing
for community-based care, home-based care, or other forms of
less intensive care."
The Social Services Division also recognizes the impor-
tance of "preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploita-
tion of children" and assisting children and families if
necessary with institutional care, another of the goals of
Title XX. In these extreme cases, the Social Services Di-
vision claims that "Children and Youth Services seek to ensure
that the child lives in an age-appropriate way in the least
restrictive setting necessary to ensure that his daily acti-
vities will cause measurable growth and change towards ade-
quate adulthood."
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The attainment of such "child welfare service" objec-
tives requires a multitude of concrete services delivered by
social caseworkers and an equally diverse set of "support
services" administered by supervisors and higher level mana-
gers in the Social Services Division, as well as its parent
organizations, the Social and Rehabilitation Services Depart-
ment and the Agency of Human Services central office. Some
of these services, totally or partially funded by Title XX,
include: "investigation or screening, case planning and ser-
vice definition, information and referral to appropriate
community agencies providing needed services, case manage-
ment, and counseling." m addition, "specialized services"
include: "day care subsidies for children considered to be
at risk of abuse or neglect (see the previous section for a
discussion of this service) ; transportation of Medicaid-
eligible children to medical care services; in-home services,
out-of-home placement and adoption." Other Child and Youth
Services focus on the persons caring for children and in-
clude "licensing, regulation, and training of group home and
day care providers; foster parent recruitment, licensing,
and training; recruitment of adoptive families for handi-
capped, special needs, and older children; post-adoption
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counseling and support."
Children and Youth Services may be initiated by the
state or delivered at the request of families seeking assist-
ance with raising their children. The most active state role
is played in the areas of child abuse, neglect, or abandon-
ment. However, the state does rely heavily upon persons out-
side of the Agency of Human Services to bring such incidents
to its attention. These people include other public agen-
cies, private Child Protection organizations located through-
out the state, doctors, and hospital staff, as well as edu-
cators and neighbors.
Unlike the day care program, in which eligibility for
total or partial public subsidies is determined on the basis
of a family's income level, many Child and Youth Services
are provided with no financial eligibility restrictions.
This applies particularly to the protective services and
those designed for children in state custody living in foster
homes or group homes
.
The actual delivery of Child and Youth Services is
carried out at the 12 Social Services District Offices through
out the state. Seventy-seven caseworkers are responsible
for the "district casework services" to children and families.
They are the ones who arrange for the placement of children
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in substitute care (e.g., foster care); and they are "re-
sponsible for determining whether substitute-care serves
delivered to an individual child plaC ed by him/her are ade-
quate .
"
A brief review of the major child welfare services
funded in whole or in part by Title XX affords an opportun-
ity to specify in more detail the focus and contribution of
Title XX to social services for children in Vermont. The
Title XX social services discussed consist of: protective
services, emergency shelter, group homes, foster care and
specialized foster care services, and adoption services.
Protective Services for Children—Sorial service workers
in the Agency of Human Services investigates situations of
potential abuse, neglect, or exploitation of children, and
if necessary arrange for alternative care for the child.
Services are provided without regard to the income of the
child's family. Between 1975 and 1978, the estimated number
of children served annually ranged from 2.568 to 3,000. The
more recent Agency plans report data on child abuse cases in
Vermont. In 1979, there were 711 "children involved in sub-
stantiated reports" of child abuse in the state. This number
had increased by 35 percent to 962 for 1980. Federal and
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state Title XX funds account for about 97 percent of the
expenditures for protective services.
Emergency Shelter—This service is "available for a
short period of time to children whose parents are unable to
provide them with adequate care and supervision. Someone may
come into a child's home to care for him if the parent is
temporarily out of the home because of a serious illness or
other emergency." All children/families are eligible for
emergency shelter assistance without regard to income. Public
assistance recipients may receive home-based care (i.e.,
temporary supervision) for their children, while others are
eligible depending upon their "gross monthly income" and
family size. From 1975 to 1978, Title XX funds contributed
about 56 percent of the money for emergency shelter ser-
vices, while the remaining 44 percent was provided by the
federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
.
The 1979 Title XX plan reports that the total funding for
emergency shelter had been taken over by Title XX federal
and state contributions.
Residential Treatment for Children (Group Homes ) —Group
Homes are used for children with emotional disorders who
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"cannot adjust to their peer and educational environments."
The actual services consist of "assessing the need for,
arranging for, and providing twenty-four therapeutic resi-
dential services for children, including social and medical
services, and room and board as necessary." Social and Re-
habilitation Service (SRS) staff participate in this service,
along with private agencies contracted for their particular
services. Group Homes have been used in Vermont as an alter-
native to institutional care that used to be provided almost
exclusively by the Weeks Training School, a "warehouse" for
all kinds of children and adolescents with emotional and
behavioral problems. Both the 1976 and 1977 Title XX plans
indicate an objective of providing for 137 children group
home care "in order to avoid inappropriate institutional
placement." Title XX contributes a substantial percentage
(69% in 1977 of the funds for group homes in Vermont. Other
sources of funding include LEAA, Title IV-B ("child welfare
services") of the Social Security Act, and state funds tar-
geted to residential treatment services. As Group Homes
have come to be used more and more for adolescents with
"behavioral" problems, the proportion of funding from law
enforcement sources has increased to about one-third of the
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total expenditures (1979), with Title XX and state appropri-
ations each constituting about one-half of the remaining ex-
penditures
.
Foster Care Services
-Foster care occurs when a child is
Placed in a substitute home when his parents are unable or
unwilling to care for him. Title XX does not provide funds
to pay the foster care family for its care of the child.
Those funds are obtained from federal and state contribu-
tions to Title IV-A, Title IV-R, both of the Social Security
Act, and additional state appropriations. However, many
foster care services (as distinguished from payments to
families) are provided under the auspices of Title XX. They
include "working in behalf of or directly with the children
and ensuring that arrangements for education, recreation,
religion, medical-dental care, etc. are made. Social workers
work with families while the child is in placement to help
them improve their parenting skills with the goal of return-
ing the child to his or her natural parents, if possible."
Social service staff also play a major role in recruiting
and approving foster care families, in monitoring the foster
care given to the child, and in reassessing the need for
continued foster care. These foster care services are pro-
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vided directly by workers in the Social Services Div.sion of
the Agency of Human Services. They are available without
cost to public assistance recipients and to those persons
below a specified income level.
Specialized Foster Care—The 1977 Title XX plan notes
that:
Some children have emotional, health, or behavior-
al problems that may have been caused by or been
the cause of deteriorating family conditions.
When these conditions are identified, part of
the solution for both the family and the child
is a placement in a specialized foster care
home. In such a home, the child receives, in
addition to the basics of love and understanding,
special services from people who are qualified
by training and experience to deal effectively
with specific problems.
Foster parents who are specially trained thus provide specific
services in addition to normal child care to deal with the
particular emotional or behavioral problems of the child.
The 1976 and 1977 Title XX plans indicate that 75 children
were to be assisted with specialized foster care. Federal
and state Title XX funds accounted for all of the expenditures
in this area. Once again services are available free of
charge to persons receiving income maintenance assistance
and also to persons whose incomes fell below a specified
amount
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Adoption Services-As with many of the other social
services discussed above, adoption services subsume a multi-
tude of specific activities. They include:
Assisting a parent (s) unwilling or unable tocare for a child to surrender such child for
adoption; the recruitment, study, and evalua-tion of interested prospective adoptive parents-training for prospective and approved adoptiveparents; the evaluation, selection and placement ofof available children in such homes; counselingfor families after placement; supervision of
children in adoptive homes until legal adoption
is completed; and post-adoptive services for the
child and family for up to twelve months follow-ing the legal adoption.
Adoption services are provided directly by SRS's Adoption
Unit. Similar to foster care, adoption services are avail-
able free of charge to public assistance recipients and to
those persons whose income falls below a state specified
level. All of the funds for public adoption services in
Vermont came from Title XX in the years from 1975 to 1980.
Since then, Title XX funds have been supplemented by funds
appropriated under the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare
Act of 1980.
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Allocating Resources to Chi ldren's spnnnac.
Title XX' s Impact" ~
The description of day care and child welfare services
gives an indication of the purpose and character of Vermont's
Title XX services programs for children and of the financial
contribution of Title XX to these programs. On the basis of
this limited and imprecise data, what conclusions are war-
ranted about the impact of Title XX in Vermont. The princi-
pal conclusion is that Title XX has afforded Vermont's A-
gency of Human Services minimal flexibility in allocating
resources for social services to children.
The proportionate allocation of resources among the
principal Title XX children/family programs has remained
approximately what it was under the Title IV-A and VI programs
before 1975. As Table I (the following page) indicates,
there were only minor fluctuations from 1975 to 1979 in the
percentage of Title XX funds allocated to each of the ser-
vices programs. Only day care appears to reveal a moderate
change in its allocation of funds, dropping from 32 percent
to 26 percent of Title XX expenditures between FY 1978 and
FY 1979. However, this decrease is most likely accounted
for by the decision of the Department of Social Welfare,
TABLE 1
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Allocat ions of Vermont's Total TiH P yy
Funds for Children's Services Programs,
By Percentages
Service : FY1976
Adoption 1.4
Day Care 33
Emergency
Shelter 1.2
Foster Care 7.7
Specialized
Foster Care 0.9
Protective
Services 10.2
Group Homes
(Residential
Treatment)
FY1977 FY1978 FY1979
1.32 1.0 1.2
29.1 32 26
1.4 2.5 3.7
7.1 6.9 8.7
0.7 1.3 1.4
12.5 11.2 12.0
13.8 14 14.2
Total Spending: $7.1m $7. 7m $7. 8m $7. 3m
Percentage of
Total T-XX Ex-
penditures for
All Children and
Adult Services 55% 66% 69% 63%
Source
:
Compiled from Comprehensive Annual Service Program
(CASP) Plans of the Vermont Agency of Human Services.
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in July 1978, to allow income maintenance recipients to de-
duct day care expenses and thus not rely upon Title XX funds
to cover the costs of this service.
It is also apparent from the data that the overall per-
centage of Title XX contributions to children/family programs,
as a proportion of the total Title XX expenditures, has re-
mained fairly constant, with a mean of 66 percent. There
has been some fluctuation here, but again it seems to be
accounted for by the decrease in day care expenditures under
Title XX after the 1978 change, and by the failure to include
group homes (residential treatment centers) in the listing of
Title XX services for children in the first Title XX plan.
Finally, in terms of the distribution of Title XX funds
among socio-economic classes, it appears that Vermont had
attempted to target social services for those children and
families most in need of them, that is the lowest income groups
12
in the state. To be sure eligibility for day care extends
beyond public assistance recipients; but this had been the
case before Title XX. The states had been able to render
day care services to "potential recipients" of public assist-
ance, as well as to those actually receiving income mainte-
nance. Moreover, protective services had always been avail-
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able to children without regard to financial status of their
fam i 1 i e s .
.on
What accounts for the relatively inflexible allocati
of social services spending for children and familxes under
Title XX? Several factors are pertinent. First, Title XX
confronted in Vermont (and in other states) a set of insti-
tutionalized social services programs for children/families.
They had been developing since the late 1930 's in the form of
Title IV-B "child welfare service" programs and since 1962
under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act.
When Title XX replaced the service component of
Title IV-A, it by no means erased the programs that had been
funded under its auspices. Title XX provided only a substi-
tute source of funding for these programs. in some instances
it offered the states more funds than they had been receiv-
ing previously. But what Title XX did not do in Vermont, and
could not do given its character, was to alter the institu-
tionalized patterns of social services for children/families
in the state in 1975. Title XX stipulated only general goals
for the states; it explicitly declined to prescribe particu-
lar services or to rank these services in any order of pri-
ority. Therefore, Vermont could easily adhere to its tradi-
tional patterns of resource allocation to children's ser-
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vices programs, for which it had on-going obligations that
preceded the inception of Title XX.
Secondly, changes in the allocation of resources among
programs are not likely to occur when there are insufficient
funds to create or expand a social services program without
diminishing the relative standing of other programs. One of
the principal features of Title XX is its federal spending
ceiling. A fixed amount of money ($2.5 billion in 1975;
$2.7 billion in 1977) was allocated among the states. When
a state reached its federal allocation ceiling, then it had
to rely on state spending increases if it wished to expand
its social services programs. Vermont reached its spending
ceiling soon after the inception of Title XX. in such a
no-growth financial situation, Vermont's Agency of Human
Services confronted a zero-sum condition in which adding
funds to one Title XX program meant taking some away from
other programs.
Under these circumstances, there would have to have
been some "force" to upset the fixed pattern and to impose
or induce a new proportioning of resources among the ser-
vices. The power to effect such a transformation would al-
most certainly had to have come from Agency officials them-
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selves, state political officials, or from citizen demands
for the alteration of the allocation of funds among the
Title XX programs.
Of these sources of potential change, perhaps the least
likely is the bureaucratic agency. Partxcularly in the labor
intensive human services programs, social services workers
have a large professional, as well as financial, stake in the
preservation of their particular programs, whether it be
providing foster care services or counseling for families
that abuse or neglect their children. m such circumstances,
bargaining among the defenders of programs will reduce the
likelihood that major changes will be made in the allocation
of resources. Particularly in a zero-sum situation, bargain-
ing is likely to result in few changes of any import.
If changes do occur, they are likely to be engendered
by political officials or strong citizen pressures for
changes that would override the inertia or stalemate among
bureaucratic professionals. in Vermont under Title XX, the
Governor and the state legislature do not appear to have
placed any pressure on the Agency of Human Services to re-
allocate resources among service programs. As a high level
Agency official noted, the Governors since 1975 have not had
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much interest in human services. Their concerns have focused
on economic development and environmental issues. Therefore,
the Secretary of the Agency and the Departments (staffed by
professionals and paraprofess ionals in various services
areas) have had the principal responsibility for making
decisions in regard to allocating funds among human services
programs. The state legislature, according to officials in
the Agency's Planning Division, has generally focused on the
total amount of spending for the Agency, rather than on in-
dividual programs and the relative proportion of funds among
those programs.
The final potential source of influence on the alloca-
tion of resources among programs is the citizenry itself.
Title XX does mandate some citizen involvement in social
services policy making; it consists of an advisory role with
no opportunities for overriding Agency of legislative deci-
sions. In the first two years of the implementation of
Title XX, the Agency of Human Services did indeed organize
public meetings so that citizens could express their judg-
ments about the appropriate distribution of Title XX funds.
However, the meetings were sparsely attended, and most of the
citizens were public or private services providers who were
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there to lobby for their programs. According to several
administrative officials interviewed, citizens realized
quickly that Title XX offered no real new funds for alloca-
tion. Therefore, the meetings did not become a forum for the
discussion of Agency proposals and citizen
"participation"
quickly waned.
in conclusion, then, Title XX functioned as a distribu-
tive rather than a redistribut ive program. it allocated funds
for the support of specific social services programs, but
could not provide Vermont with sufficient stimulation to ex-
pand or alter its funding of children's services programs.
In this sense the character of the Title XX program dictated
the nature of the decision-making process in the state. The
federal ceiling on funding and the substitutive nature of the
expenditures (replacing Title IV-A—the services component;
and Title VI) fostered literally "conservative" policy making
which benefited social services programs that were already
well-established and institutionalized. As a "block grant"
then, Title XX was rather ineffective. Theoretically, it
offered Vermont's Agency of Human Services, together with its
political officials and citizens, flexibility in allocating
social services resources. Practically, however, it did not
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engender the necessary conditions for this flexibility.
Thus, Title XX reduced the number of sources of federal social
services funds (though not the amount) to Vermont, but it
did not expand or contract the destination in Vermont for
those funds.
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CHAPTER IV
PLANNING CHILDREN/FAMILY SERVICES-
THE IMPACT OF TITLE XX IN VERMONT
Introduction
In creating Title XX, Congress enacted legislation with
two primary objectives. First, the program was designed to
ensure the states more flexibility in allocating social ser
vices by decentralizing to them the responsibility for
these decisions. The impact of that aspect of Title XX in
Vermont has been discussed in Chapter III. The second ob-
jective of Title XX was to encourage the states to adopt
innovative policy making and administrative strategies to
achieve the federal goals set forth in the legislation.
The catalyst for change in the states was to be the
Comprehensive Annual Services Program (CASP) plan. In thes
annual plans, human service agencies were to report their
analytical of "planning" activities for social services in
their respective states. These activities were to include
"needs assessment," "objective setting," "evaluation," and
"program coordination/' and were to involve citizen review
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of the state agency's analysis and decisions, without ham-
pering flexibility, this "planning" process presumably would
enable the state governments to design and redesign social
services programs and projects that would meet the needs of
children and adults in an effective and efficient manner,
while holding the policy makers and services providers ac-
countable for their actions.
The purpose of this chapter is to assess the impact of
Title XX in Vermont on social services "planning" for chil-
dren and their families. The principal questions will be:
To what extent have "needs assessment," "objective setting,"
and "evaluation" or monitoring been carried out in Vermont;
and what effects have these activities had on the attainment
of effective, efficient, and accountable social services
delivery for children and their families? The importance
of addressing each of these "planning" activities will be
justified when each in turn is discussed. The analysis
will be preceded by a short discussion of social services
"planning" activities before the inception of Title XX.
It will be followed by an analysis of the overall impact of
Title XX "planning" on social services for children/families
in Vermont.
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"Planning" Social Services-
The Agency of Human Services before TiH P XX
As indicated in Chapter III, Vermont developed a com-
plex set of public human services organizations long before
the creation of Title XX. The Vermont state legislature als
took the initiative, four years before the passage of the
federal legislation, to remodel these human services insti-
tutions to attempt to facilitate their delivery of social
services
.
The creation of the Agency of Human Services in 1971 was
probably the most important single event in human services
reform in Vermont prior to Title XX. Shortly after the
creation of the Agency, William Cowles, Jr., the first
Secretary of the Agency, issued a report to Governor
Deane Davis, in which he outlined the goals of the new human
services organization. Cowles' discussion is significant,
because it reveals the concerns of its early leadership and
shows that their priorities were similar to those of federal
officials who developed the Title XX program.
Secretary Cowles indicated several priorities in the
area of administrative organization. They all concentrated
on improving accountability, effectiveness, and efficiency
o
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in the Agency. The first goal was "to provide a management
structure which will be more responsive to the executive and
legislative branches and to changing needs." 1 This objective
would be achieved in large part through a coordinated budget-
making process, in which the Agency and Department leader-
ship would have more control over the priorities of their
organizations and programs.
The second goal of the Agency was "to achieve more ef-
fective methods to deliver services." Service delivery
would be made more effective by developing more coordination
between the departments and divisions of the Agency, as well
as by "developing formal or informal working relationships
with local public or voluntary human services agencies.' 2
The Secretary indicated his desire to expand contractual
arrangements with community-based organizations (e.g., home
health and community mental health agencies) , and he noted
that the ability of the Agency to transfer funds among its
accounts would facilitate this process. The "development of
common intake procedures, case planning and problem-oriented
records, interchangeable among agencies," would further
3
enhance this activity.
As an adjunct to this goal of effective services delivery,
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the Secretary pointed out the need "to establish better
means to determine and meet the needs of categories of people
such as children, the aged, the poor, broken families, etc.
who have special problems in maintaining a self-sustaining
status
.
" 4
Finally, Secretary Cowles indicated that the new Agency
had "to improve and coordinate the collection and analysis
of information so that priorities can be established and
policies formed upon the basis of fact." Cowles saw "close
and frequent communication between the communities and the
departments and among the departments" as "the only practic-
able way of maintaining an information flow upon which to
base decisions." Therefore, he stipulated that a primary
task of the planning division in his office would be "to
develop a management information system upon which to base
5priority determinations and policy decisions."
Thus, the intentions of the first Secretary of the Agency
of Human Services were very much compatible with a "planning"
process emphasizing the assessment of needs, the formulation
of objectives and priorities among them, and the monitoring
of the delivery of social services to determine their effect-
iveness and efficiency in attaining objectives. According to
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the first Title XX plan (i e paqd \^-e-* CASP plan), written in 1975,
the Agency had been developing since 1973 its social ser-
vices "planning" process in programs that would be funded
after 1975 by Title XX. The catalyst of this effort was
the separation of social services from income maintenance
administration after July 1973, in the Title IV-A and VI
programs of the Social Security Act.
"Planning" consisted of an attempt to ascertain the needs
for social services in Vermont and to determine the resources
available in the Agency to meet these needs. "Rather than
undertaking a statewide, statistically valid and comprehen-
sive 'needs assessment survey', the Agency of Human Services
asked that public and private services identify areas where
more services support was required and translate those ideas
into program proposals." 6 Soon it became clear, according
to writers of the 1975 Title XX plan, that the "needs" of the
people were greater than the resources of the Agency to pro-
vide for them. So the emphasis in "planning" was then placed
on reviewing alternative strategies (under Titles IV-A and
VI) to address these "needs."
Social services "planning" prior to Title XX was supposed-
ly a relatively open process: "The Agency of Human Services
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invited provider agencies who sought funding to present
their proposals and invited local State agency staff and
other interested persons to attend those presentations."
The rationale for this approach was that "decisions on the
funding or proposals should emanate from as diverse a group
as possible." The Agency formed a Title IV-A/VI Unit, later
to become the Title XX Unit, composed of representatives of
the departments and offices of the Agency. According to the
writers of the 1975 Title XX plan, the Title IV-A/VI Unit made
recommendations for services based on the following criteria:
1) the relative need for the service in comparison with other
needs of AFDC and SSI recipients; 2) the extent of the need
of the individuals; 3) the relative merits of the public
versus private delivery of services. 7
All of the individual offices which presented proposals
to the Title IV-A/VI Unit had to indicate: 1) "how the need
was determined"; 2) who was involved in evaluating the need
and "the selection of the most appropriate service provider";
and 3) whether "the total social services Resource Coordi-
nator (in the Social Service District Offices) was involved
in assessing existing resources and commenting on the need
8
for the proposed service."
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Once again there are indications of "planning" for social
services programs. m this case, more than xntentions; here
there are actual activities that might represent a forum for
the analysis that is fundamental to any serious "planning."
To what extent this pre-Title XX process foreshadowed social
services "planning" for children/families under Title XX
will be revealed in the following analysis. As indicated
in the Introduction to this chapter, "needs assessment,"
"objective setting," and "monitoring" will constitute the
principal aspects of the social services "planning" process
to be reviewed.
Social Services for Children/Families:
Needs Assessment
The adequacy of a social services network depends, in
part, on its effectiveness in addressing conditions which
have evoked governmental action. It is toward the resolu-
tion of these conditions, or "needs," that public programs
are directed; and it is by the extent of their success that
they are judged adequate or inadequate. Therefore, any
policy-making process, no matter how "political" or "ration-
al," explicitly or tacitly defines "needs" and orients its
14 5
.on
progra^atic efforts toward reduoing or alleviating those
8
needs .
"
Officials in the Department of Social and Rehabilitat i,
Services (SRS) and the Agency of Human Services CASP plans
acknowledge the importance of "needs assessment" in social
services planning. An SRS official argued that there were
at least two major reasons for doing "needs assessment" in
state bureaucracy. First, the state agency should allocate
resources "in the most meaningful way," that is utilize
scarce funds to provide services to those in the "greatest
need." Secondly, an agency should know the extent of the
discrepancy between "unmet needs" of individuals and groups
and the resources available. This can serve potentially,
according to the official, as an impetus for action to develop
other resources (e.g., at the state or federal levels) to
respond to those "unmet needs." The important function of
"needs assessment" is echoed in the 1981 CASP plan: "The
effectiveness of the human services system depends on ser-
vices being appropriate and sufficient to meet the needs
of Vermonters .
"
The importance of "needs assessment" in a social ser-
vices planning process, however, does not necessarily mean
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that it will be carried out in a continuous, systematic,
or helpful manner. As an official in SRS indicated, "needs
assessment has been the weakest area in the past" in social
services administration, both for children and adults, in
Vermont. Needs assessments have been done on an ad hoc
basis for individual programs to collect information on
particular issues. Traditionally, there has been relatively
little coordination of efforts in searching out "unmet
needs" for social services. Needs assessment has rested
largely with social service workers in the district offices
of the Social Services Division of SRS. Each district office
has a Resource Coordinator who is responsible for assessing
needs and inventorying resources to meet these needs. Also,
Social Services Division district offices are responsible
for assessing needs when they request budgets. One Planning
Division official indicated that no surveys of "needs" are
conducted in areas of foster care and day care. He did
indicate, however, that the Planning Division and SRS may
occasionally "survey" the needs of people actually being
served by the Department (e.g., by the Social Services
Division)
.
What accounts for the comparatively sparse "needs assess-
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ment" processes under Title XX in Vermont? Officials in
both the Planning Division of the Agency and the Department
of Social and Rehabilitation Services offered several ex-
planations. First, the programs for children/families (and
for adults as well) are separate from each other, and thus
constitute a rather fragmented array of services, ranging
from day care, protective services, to foster care, special-
ized foster care, group homes, adoption services, and others.
All of these programs have separate identities that are often
reinforced by federal and state statutes and federal regu-
lations. As discussed in Chapter III, Vermont's public re-
sponse to the "needs" of children consists of about 38 pro-
grams administered by 19 departments, agencies, and organi-
zations. Title XX in particular, Vermont officials inter-
viewed agreed, did virtually nothing to change the organi-
zational or programmatic structure of this network. It has
served largely as a source of funds to be channeled into a
variety of programs for children and adults, and thus has
in effect maintained the network of programs in its previous
configuration.
Furthermore, Title XX never required a formal "needs
assessment" process from the state implementing agency.
.ve
was to
It mandated (as discussed in Chapter II) a Comprehensi
Annual Services Program (CASP) plan; and this plan
include a discussion of what the states were doing in the
area of "needs assessment" in the social services. However
it did not specify any particular concrete approach for in-
dividual programs or a "coordinated" approach across depart
ments and organizations using Title XX funds for particular
categories of individuals (such as children or the elderly)
More "integrated" social services programs, however,
would not necessarily result in greater "needs assessment."
Some Agency of Human Services officials argue that under
conditions of "level funding" (such as Title XX with its
spending ceiling), "grand surveys" of needs do not result
in improved or expanded programs; rather, they simply raise
the expectations and hopes of people without providing them
with additional services. Given a situation of relatively
scarce resources, one Planning Division official asserted
that "a lousy needs assessment on one group might be more
effective in bringing public money to that group, than a
general needs assessment with little focus." An SRS offi-
cial added that along with the public funds available from
federal and state sources, "SRS and other Departments have
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legal mandates to serve specific clientele; furthermore,
the Governor, the state legislature, the Secretary (of the
Agency), and the Commissioner (of SRS) all have their own
priorities" which are clearly established before any needs
assessment process takes place.
Some administrative officials also exhibited a cautious
attitude on the feasibility of using needs assessments to
induce the acquisition of new resources to serve newly
identified needs. Their perception is that spending resources
to conduct surveys may be inappropriate because the state
legislature may simply not be willing to listen to the argu-
ments of bureaucratic officials that new services are needed.
One SRS official recounted the story of a two year effort by
SRS to convince the state legislature of a need for a small
secure detention center capable of housing no more than 30
youths at one time for periods up to one year. According to
this administrator, the Vermont General Assembly denied
outright the appropriation of funds for this project. It
was only after a bizarre murder of a 12 year-old girl in
Essex Junction (and the attempted murder of another girl)
by two Burlington youths in May 1981 that the state legisla-
ture recognized and responded vigorously to the call for
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such a facility. Then, however, its members had to be con-
vinced that only a small facility was needed and would be
used, and that there was no need for a facility housing
over 100 youths at a single time. The SRS administrator
explained that the General Assembly has no professional
staff to assist it in reviewing administrative recommenda-
tions, and, perhaps because of its ignorance, it is "anti-
bureaucratic" in its general attitude.
The impact of fragmented programs, level financing,
amd feasibility does not explain totally the lack of major
attempts at "needs assessment" in social services programs
under Title XX. The whole foundation of "needs assessment-
is predicated upon the idea that there is a systematic way
to identify and assess "needs" of people, given an appro-
priate institutional and programmatic structure as well as
adequate financing for programs and a responsive group of
public officials to listen to the analyses. But this concep-
tion of "needs assessment" presupposes a perception of
"needs" as existing "out there" in the real world to be
identified by someone with the skills to locate them and
record them. It also presumes that "needs" may be "assessed"
in a systematic, (and scientific?) manner, so that the great-
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est needs are tended to with the highest priorities. How-
ever, "needs assessment" is essentially a "political" acti-
vity, in which the identification of "needs" is not a
"scientific" activity and the " assessment "or ranking of those
"needs" is not a rational process in which everyone could
agree with the results.
10
The 1981 CASP plan reflects this
judgment when it notes that "the survey of existing informa-
tion sources (for the construction of the plan) necessarily
presents a particular view of the universe of real and po-
tential needs, a view that has been shaped by the experiences
and origins of existing programs, reflecting the state's
human services needs as they have been perceived and formu-
lated bj researchers, advocates, media, the legislature,
executive, and judiciary."
One administrative official in SRS revealed an important
effect of this lack of scientific definition of needs. She
argued that "needs assessment" was done haphazardly in the
past (and was being done more systematically now) because
identification and assessment of needs presupposes a set of
concrete purposes or objectives for individual social work-
ers and for public agencies as a whole. One must first be
very clear, she argued, about the objectives that one is
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seeking to pursue. Then, within the context of those short,
medium, and long term goals, one can assess the needs of the
program and of the clientele one is trying to serve. She
spoke critically of attempts in the past within the Depart-
ment of SRS to "send questionnaires to social caseworkers
in the district offices to ask them what they needed for
their programs and what their clients needed in terms of
social services." "The problem with this approach," she
argued, "was that SRS was asking people to articulate 'needs'
when these same people did not know what exactly their jobs
entailed, what their objectives were supposed to be with
respect to individual clients, and most importantly what
results were demanded of them within given periods of
time." A similar attitude was expressed in a different
context by an SRS official in her discussion of the impact
of the new Child Information Management System being developed
presently in SRS. She predicted that this "system" would
give people throughout the Department a much better idea of
the concrete needs of children (and youths) being "served"
by the Agency of Human Services. There will be information
collected on the exact status of children within the system,
the effects of different services, etc.. This information,
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she argued, should provide a better perspective on the exact
"needs" of children, given specific objectives being de-
veloped presently within the Department.
One final factor that affects the degree of "needs
assessment" in SRS and other social services agencies in the
states is the nature of the functions of public social ser-
vices organizations in this country. An SRS official com-
mented that the public social services network "is almost
by definition a crisis response system." it focuses on pro-
viding secondary and tertiary forms of treatment—i.e.,
group homes and foster care on the one hand, and institu-
tional care (e.g., Brandon Training School or the Vermont
State Hospital). Primary treatment focuses on prevention of
conditions which necessitate the use of other forms of
social service intervention. Of necessity, then, social
services organizations are passive in orientation, and must
wait for cases to be brought to their attention (e.g., re-
ports of child abuse or neglect, court adjudications which
award children to the state for foster care or group home
placement, or persons who come to the state for assistance
in financing day care for their children)
. The Agency of
Human Services and its organizations thus do not actively
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canvass the Vermont communities in search of "needy-
children and families.
Many factors therefore account for the relative lack
of comprehensive "needs assessment" practices in Title XX
in Vermont. This analysis would be one sided, however, if
it did not address the efforts that have been made on a
smaller-scale basis to identify "needs" of children and
families for social services. As discussed above, the new
Child Management Information System offers hope that more
consistent information will be available to all SRS and
Agency officials on the status of children being served by
only one department, and of course it will not address the
potential "needs" of persons who have not come into contact
with the Department. However, it is a step toward a more
informed perspective on the children served by part of the
Agency.
Other more informal practices may help in identifying
"needs" of children who are served by other departments.
A SRS administrator noted that the needs assessment process
between programs and departments has become more coordinated
over the last few years. There has been more communication
between members of Departments .(e.g., SRS and Mental Health);
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informal arrangements (such as one or two day in-house
training seminars) are becoming more standard; and forms
generated by the new Child Management Information System
provide information on services delivered to children in
other divisions and departments.
In determining the "unmet needs" of children and families
in Vermont, a potential contribution can be made by the net-
work of child advocacy groups in the state. There is pre-
sently no government-based organization advocating for chil-
dren as a whole. The Governor's Committee on Children and
Youth is currently unfunded, and therefore virtually in-
active. However, in the crucial area of child abuse and pre-
vention, there is a coalition of Community Child Protection
Teams, located throughout the state. These teams consist
of state employees from various departments which assist
children, as well as professional people in psychiatry,
social work, nursing, education, etc.. They serve educa-
tional and counseling functions, as well as advocating for
children. One concrete result of their efforts was the
passage in April 1982 of a new child abuse and reporting law,
which in part expanded (to include educators) the list of
persons legally bound to report cases of potential child
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abuse
.
SUmmary
-
Needs serve as a standard for judging the effect-
iveness of social services programs. Needs assessment is
considered an important activity by many Social and Rehabil-
itation Services officials. However, needs assessment has
been an ad hoc activity in SRS, with only moderate coordi-
nation among the variety of social services programs. The
fragmented and complex nature of social services programs
(at the federal as well as state level) accounts for part of
this situation. The tight fiscal condition of social ser-
vices in Vermont, and the consequent lack of funds for new
programs or clients, also contributes to the lack of vigor-
ous needs assessment in a comprehensive manner. Where needs
assessment has occurred, it has operated within a developing
Management Information System to monitor the progress of
clientele being served. Moreover, specialized advocacy
groups have had some success in drawing public attention to
the specific needs of abused and neglected children. Needs
assessment then seems to work most effectively in a con-
fined context of a single program where "needs" are clear
and a consensus exists about their authenticity.
157
Social Services for rh
i
Idren/Famil
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Objective Setting
Objectives reveal much about the character of an organi-
zation by indicating the purposes which animate its existence
They also serve as standards by which to grade an organize-
tion's performance. 11
The functions of public bureaucratic agencies are de-
fined by the objectives that they pursue. Labels such as
"Agency of Human Services" or "Department of Social and Re-
habilitation Services" or "Social Services Division" are in-
adequate as identifiers of the tasks of individual organiza-
tions. They do not state clearly the organizational goals
which motivate the actions of administrative officials. A
more precise delineation of objectives, however, may provide
some perspective on the purposes toward which agency action
•
-a • ,
12is directed.
Objectives also articulate standards by which to judge
the activities of the members of the organization. A clear
set of objectives may illuminate the distance which separates
organizational activity of administrative officials and the
purposes for which that activity is designed. Providing
day care for children is an activity, but it is not the pur-
158
Pose of an organization. That purpose might be to ensure that
children when absent from their parents receive as nearly as
possible the same high quality care; or to ensure that chil-
dren develop their intellectual, emotional, and social skills
to levels that are appropriate to their age. it is these ob-
jectives, and their distinction from organizational activi-
ties, that allows one to judge the effectiveness or "qual-
ity" of administrative activities. 13
Federal policy makers defined the character of the
Title XX program with a set of goals that administrative
officials, political representatives, and citizens pre-
sumably could use to judge the relative performance of their
respective state programs. To what extent has Title XX
oriented Vermont's Agency of Human Services in social ser-
vices for children and provided a tool for holding its
social services officials accountable for their actions?
As indicated in chapter I, the Title XX statute outlined
in general terms only the direction for social services to
children (and adults)
. Federal lawmakers crafted five major
goals which were to guide state administrators. They are
worth repeating here:
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(1) Achieving or maintaining economic self-support
to prevent, reduce, or eliminate dependency;
(2) Achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, in-
cluding reduction or prevention of dependency;
(3) Preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or ex-
ploitation of children and adults unable to pro-
tect their own interests, or preserving, rehabili-
tating, or reuniting families;
(4) Preventing or reducing inappropriate institu-
tional care by providing for community-based
care, home-based care, or other forms of less
intensive care; or
(5) Securing referral or admission for institutional
care when other forms of care are not appropri-
ate, or providing services for individuals in
institutions
.
14
These federal Title XX goals are sufficiently abstract
and general that it is possible to conceive of virtually
any social services programs activity attaining one or more
of these objectives. As purposes by which to define speci-
fic activities, or standards by which to judge effective
action, they are inadequate. There is no clear definition
of what is "dependency" or "self-sufficiency." Is the ob-
jective of child abuse and neglect services to "prevent"
or "remedy neglect, abuse, or exploitation"? Are resources
to go to protecting children and adults from abuse, or should
priority be given to "preserving, rehabilitating, or re-
uniting families"? How long should an agency work with a
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family to "rehabilitate" it before judging that a child
not return to that home? How does a state agency 3 udge
what is "inappropriate institutional care"? what if a
community decides that it is "appropriate" for children with
"behavioral problems" to be placed in institutions, rather
than to live in "group homes" in the community? is that an
instance when institutional care should be prescribed, be-
cause "other forms of care are not appropriate"?
The ambiguity of Title XX ' s goals reveals its inade-
quacy as a delineator of the character of social service
programs and as a means of setting standards by which to
judge the effectiveness of those programs. Were Vermont's
early attempts at Title XX social services "planning" for
children more successful in setting objectives? A review
of the initial CASP plans is suggestive.
Consider the following "objectives" drawn from the 1977
CASP plan; they are representative of the early CASP plans
(1975-1978) in Vermont.
Day Care : "To provide day care services for 2,100
children to enable 1,500 parents to maintain em-
ployment (Goal I) ; for 240 children with special
needs (Goals II and III) ; and specialized day
care for 6 children (Goal II)."
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Foster Care for Children: » To provide supervisioncounselmg and evaluation for 1,400 children in
'
foster care."
Protective S ervices: "To provide services to 3,000children."
Each of these descriptions of "objectives" is accompanied
by a listing of "activities" which presumably constitute
the actions performed under the service headings, "day
care," "protective services," or "foster care." For example,
under "Protective Services for Children," there is the
following description of "activities":
Identification, investigation, study and evaluation
of the individual and his family and determination
that the individual is vulnerable or at risk of
neglect, abuse, or exploitation. Arranqing for
the provision of appropriate services needed,
including the selection and placement of such
individual in a suitable foster care facility
or emergency shelter. Arranging for and pro-
viding counseling, therapy, and training courses
for the parent (s) and legal representation or
advocacy of the child, and medical examination when
necessary for the development of a services plan.
What this and other CASP plans articulated was a series
of descriptions of activities (which could presumably be
specified in more detail)
, sometimes related to Title XX
goals but more often simply presented in a detached manner
from any particular objectives. In regard to protective
and foster care services, as illustrated above, the "ob-
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jectives" section simply states in a cursory manner what the
"activity" section elaborates in somewhat more detail. For
example, the paragraph indicating what is involved in "pro-
tective services" for children merely specifies what "ser-
vices" are to be provided to those "3,000 children." Clear-
ly, the foster care and protective services "objectives"
are no more than statements of intent to perform particular
actions. The "objectives" of the "plan" are to carry out
activities, but to what ends? Even if one could readily
specify when an act of "counseling" or "evaluation" had
been accomplished, that would not warrant any conclusions
about the precise objectives which the actions were to at-
tain, beyond simply enacting a routine set of behavior.
Therefore, a person could be held accountable only for per-
forming a specific number of steps in the "processing of a
case," but not be held responsible for the effectiveness of
those activities in attaining some particular objectives.
The "objective" for Day Care (in the 1977 CASP plan)
differs somewhat from the ones for foster care and protective
services, but not enough to make any real difference. Each
part of the day care section relates an activity to an
"objective." Two out of the three activities are juxtaposed
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to a vague Title XX goal which is insufficiently precise
to indicate, for example, when "specialized treatment" has
attained the "objective" of "self-sufficiency" or "reduc-
tion or prevention of dependency." Only in the case of the
objective "to provide day care services for 2,100 children to
enable 1,500 parents to maintain employment" is there an
objective set which allows one to perceive the intended
direction of the activity that constitutes the social ser-
vice. Even here, however, there is insufficient indication
of other goals that day care might be serving (and by which
it could be judged)
, such as providing a child with ade-
quate substitute family care or with educational experiences
suitable to preschool children.
On the basis of this analysis of the early CASP plans,
one must conclude: setting clear objectives for social
services is useful in determining the character of service
activities and in judging the effectiveness of these efforts.
The CASP plans fail on both accounts. They do not specify
actions related carefully to objectives, and thereby do not
indicate specific directions of the social services; conse-
quently, the programs are left immune to accountability
for their results.
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Perhaps, these early "plans" were not an accurate re-
flection of the "planning" activity which actually informed
the Social and Rehabilitation Services Department and its
Social Services Division. Interviews with Department and
Division officials actively involved in the Agency of Human
Services during that time, however, indicate that these
"plans" do in fact mirror the level of "planning" that
existed there between 1975 and 1978. One official in SRS
argued forcefully that "until about 1978, there was no
'planning' for social services for children within SRS."
There were all kinds of "plans" for children in custody
(unmanageable children and those who were victims of child
abuse)
.
But they consisted, for example, of taking children
with "behavioral problems" and assigning them to the Weeks
School in Vergennes. Until 1974, this official indicated,
when the Vermont Child Abuse Law was passed, even children
who were victims of child abuse were sent to the Weeks
School. She added that "there was no planning for alterna-
tives to the Weeks School" until the mid-1970 's.
How does one explain this continuous emphasis on
it
process" or activity rather than results in social ser-
vices administration in Vermont? In part, it is probably
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a function of what Robert Merton has called the "displace-
ment of goals," the redirection of attention from the pur-
poses of one's activity (that should lie beyond that acti-
vity) to the actions themselves. 15 The purpose of foster
care is not simply to provide foster care, nor is the
objective of group homes for children and adolescents only
to have places available continually for a specific number
of young persons who are in "need" of such facilities.
The objectives actually lie outside of the activity, or else
the purposes become "displaced" and find themselves identi-
fied with the actions and routines performed. This type of
bureaucratic "pathology" is perhaps a "natural" tendency to
all organizations, in the absence of sustained efforts to
orient action beyond itself, within the SRS Department,
until 1978 (when major changes took place)
, this was the
case.
This situation was reinforced by federal actions.
An SRS official indicated that "the main problem with
federal regulations in the 1960's and 1970' s (including
those of Title XX) was that they were 'process' oriented,
16
rather than 'results' oriented." She recalled that the
Federal Regional Office was concerned primarily about
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"fonn," revesting more "documentation" about what was being
done (i.e., what activities were being
_ ^
services were being delivered, who was served, etc.. The
quest for information about "processes" ,,nutes indicated to this
administrator that the federal government had insufficient
concern with the actual results of all of those services
that were delivered to children and their families. An
Agency Planning Division official indicated that the
Title XX process of collecting information was "meaning-
less" in that it concentrated on "mandatory social services
reporting of information that was not useful for Vermont
human services organizations, nor was it useful to the fed-
eral government in determining what was happening in the
states." Officials from SRS and the Agency Planning Divi-
sion agreed that Title XX had little impact on holding the
state accountable other than in a financial sense for its
actions in response to the "needs" of children and their
families
.
The precipitating factors inducing greater attention to
setting objectives in SRS came not from Title XX, but from
changes in Vermont's social services scene. As a result of
many studies, the decision was made to close the Weeks
School. The institution had been "Vermont's most resource-
consuming program providing services to troubled juveniles
... The institution devoured 64 percent of all state
funds allocated to adjudicated children, but served only
18 percent of those children." 17 with the planned closing
of the Weeks School, some real "planning" would have to be
done, that is some concrete objectives would have to be
established for dealing with juveniles and children in
state custody. "The closing required an accountability for
visible, genuine results for clients which the institution,
by its very existence, rendered unattainable and unnecessary.
Two other factors reinforced this effort. First, in
1978, the Social Services Division within SRS took respon-
sibility for the provision of juvenile services that former-
ly had been delivered by the Department of Corrections.
Children and Youth Services would have to be managed in a
unified manner by one social services organization. The
addition of responsibilities encouraged the sorting out of
appropriate objectives for different groups of children and
adolescents
.
The incentive for this activity was increased by a
second factor, the realization that federal spending for
168
social services for children/families was decreasing and
that it would most likely continue to decline. Scarce funds
would have to be used in an efficient and effective manner
to attain specific concrete goals. Planning "focused heavi-
ly upon defining success. What, after all, is the State
expected to achieve when it intervenes in the life of a child?
By what methods will success be attained and how can it be
known when it is accomplished?" 19 Thus, developing a policy
,
a clear set of objectives, was considered fundamental to any
kind of "planning" for children.
The concrete result of this effort was the "Task Based
System of Supervision and Case Management" (TBS)
. "The
Task Based System specifically defines results expected of
agency intervention, delineates tasks entailed in a results-
oriented method of case planning and establishes a system of
case work and supervisory monitoring vis-a-vis the decision-
20
making process of case management." Thus, the everyday
activities that constitute the core of this task based system
of management presuppose that there will be "specifically
defined results expected of agency intervention."
Under the immediate pressure of the closing of the Weeks
School and the incentives from the federal Law Enforcement
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Assistance Administrat ion (LEAA) for more specific planning
for juveniles, the TBS approach centered first of all on
older children in the custody of the state. For these de-
linquent or unmanageable children, "the Vermont Department
of SRS defined success in very simple, realistic terms.
Each child subject to its intervention must become an ade-
quate adult who:
-is self supporting (does not deplete community
resources as they are allocated specificallv
to deal with handicaps and special circum-
stances)
;
-demonstrates self control (lives without suoer-
vision; is not destructive to self, others or
property; makes the choices and decisions
which direct life)
;
-lives without confrontation with the law." 21
The Department's policy presumes that "an inadequate child
will not become an adequate adult." Thus, SRS through case-
work services attempts to produce an "adequate child" who:
-"is using supports by family and/or community
systems
;
-is supervised;
-is involved in educational activity or job
skills development for which community re-
sources generally pay, or is working;
-demonstrates self control appropriate to
age;
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-avoids confrontation with the law." 22
Within this oontext. the Social Services Division assesses
its short term success in planning for "adequate childhood"
by the following indicator:
A child must live in an age appropriate way in theleast restrictive setting necessary to ensure thatdaily activities are causing measurable growth andchange toward adequate adulthood. 23
This indicator is used to define further in "behavioral"
terms, accessible to child, parent, and staff alike, "the
conditions to determine the appropriateness of the child's
discharge from active intervention." 24
In terms of child welfare services for younger chil-
dren, objectives have been developed more precisely and thus
programs have become better defined in character and mission.
One primary objective is to provide services "to strengthen
families and to maintain children in their homes." The
importance of this objective is reflected in the services
directed to this goal: "continued enhancement of early
intervention casework services"; an experimental attempt
at "homemaker services" (in two Social Services Division
District Offices); "family communications effectiveness
training, intensive in-home supervision, shelter and re-
unification programs for runaways,' and family violence
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treatment and prevention programs." 25
Together with the objective of "strengthening families"
is the goal of "controlling" the extent and duration of sub-
stitute services. According to the 1982 Agency of Human
Services plan, the containment of substitute services is
necessary so that resources can be reallocated to preventive
services. "At the same time, the availability of preventive
services impacts directly on the program's ability to manage
a continued reduction in substitute care services." 26 From
1973 to 1980 mean substitute service case loads declined by
10 percent in spite of "the program's greatly increased
responsibilities resulting from mandatory abuse/neglect
investigation and casefinding and from Juvenile Services
27
reorganization .
"
To reduce the duration of publicly subsidized substi-
tute services (e.g., foster care), there has been an "em-
phasis on permanency planning that has been greatly strength-
2 8ened through adequate legal and adoptive support." "Perma-
nency planning" requires that children in foster care be
placed in adoptive families or returned to their natural
families within one year of their coming into the custody
of the state, pefore the introduction of the "permanency
Planning" concept, an average of 40 to 50 percent of the
children in foster care remained there for five years, thus
absorbing many social services resources and at the same
time prolonging an unstable situation.
Finally, in regard to day care for children, the
Agency's "primary objective" is "to ensure that when chil-
dren are absent from their parents they receive care that
is as equal as possible to the care a good parent provides." 29
The Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services has
further specified this notion of "care a good parent pro-
vides" by listing those components of day care services for
which the state agency would pay and which ones would be
considered "extras," the costs of which day care users
would have to purchase for themselves. For the most part,
the standard features of a "developmental" day care center
(dental care, compensatory education, or specialized skill
training) have not been included in the Department's con-
cept of "care a good parent provides." Thus, the day care
objective has circumscribed, and thereby set limits on,
the role that the Department of SRS is prepared to take,
with its limited resources, in this area of children's ser-
vices. Regardless of the debates that still surround the
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"appropriate" level of day care for children in the state,
there is a sense of what "success" i„ child care provision
means and thus a standard for measuring the degree of the
"adequacy" of the service.
Summary. An organization's character is largely determined
by its goals, and its effectiveness depends, in part, on
whether it attains those goals. Organizational activities
are connected to goals, at least in theory, if not always
in practice. Federal policy makers stipulated five Title XX
objectives to direct state social services activities for
children/families. However, the objectives were abstract
and ambiguous, and did not provide adequate standards for
judging the "effectiveness" of Title XX programs in Vermont.
In the wake of institutional changes in the social services
network in Vermont (i.e., the closing of the Weeks School),
and under the pressure of decreasing funds for social ser-
vices, Vermont's Department of Social and Rehabilitation
Services instituted a Task Eased System of case management.
According to administrative officials, it has been this
innovation, rather than Title XX, which has brought about a
change from virtually an exclusive concern with "process"
to a new emphasis on "objectives" and "results." A focus
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on objectives certainly cannot guarantee that "high quality"
objectives will be pursued or attained
_ Nor can it absolve
of responsibility for the choice of means to achieve ob-
jectives. However, it can make more visible the character
of an organization and facilitate judgments about its per-
formance
.
Social Services for Children/Families:
Managing for Results
It is one thing to set objectives, however clear and
precise; it is another matter to attain them. Effective
social services delivery requires the latter, as well as
the former. Both the Title XX statute and the subsequent
administrative regulations reveal the concern of federal
officials with the monitoring or evaluating by state ad-
ministrators of the effectiveness of their social services
programs. They desired accountable social services delivery,
in the sense of persons being held responsible for achieving
objectives.
The efforts of Vermont's Agency of Human Services to
monitor children/family programs are embodied in several
concrete forms, from "quality assurance" of services to
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ensure that social workers implement their programs accord-
ing to the prescribed rules and regulations, to the licens-
ing and regulation of day care centers, and beyond to the
institution of a "management information system" (MIS) for
the "tracking" of children in the custody of the state
(i.e., those children in foster care, group homes, and
institutions)
.
The task of the Quality Assurance Unit in the Agency is
twice each year:
to develop and conduct a review of service case<based on a random sample of cases in each program
This review consists of verification that a
client's eligibility was properly determined, that
services were delivered as described, and that
service plans are maintained. The purpose of
these reviews is to assure compliance with
Federal and State regulations and to prevent
payments for services to ineligible persons.
Results of these reviews are reported to pro-
gram managers, who are responsible for insti-
tuting corrective action as required. 30
This type of monitoring focuses on the decisions and actions
of social service workers. The reviews are process-oriented
and do not touch upon the issue of the effectiveness of the
services delivered. However, they do serve at least two
important functions in the "planning" of social services.
First, they can ensure to some degree that financial, time,
and staff resources are being targeted to the people who
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are intended to benefit from these soc.al services, that is
those who are "eligible." Furthermore, quality assurance
reviews can hold administrators accountable in the sense of
"controlling" their actions toward the clients (were the ser-
vices delivered? were the service plans maintained?).
These are significant components of social services delivery.
However, it is important to remember that these are circum-
scribed activities, in that they do not encompass the moni-
toring of "outcomes" of social services provision.
Day care regulation has taken two forms in Vermont,
licensing and registration. Both are undertaken by the Day
Care Licensing Unit in the Agency. Since the late 1960's,
day care centers have operated theoretically under the Fed-
eral Interagency Day Care Requirements. These regulations
prescribe the components of adequate day care delivery
(e.g., the physical standards of the facilities and the
staff/child ratios for children of different ages)
. Admin-
istrative officials admit, however, that their enforcement
of these regulations has been hampered by the small number of
full-time staff (three persons) in the Day Care Licensing
Unit and the large number of day care centers (50) and
homes (200)
.
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Adapting to this situation, the Agency has recently
supplemented its licensing process with a "registration-
procedure for smaller day care homes. An administrative
official noted that now more day care homes are registering
with the Agency, whereas in the past, due to the lack of
enforcement, they did not bother to go through the licensing
process. Registration requires only that the day care home
assure the Licensing Unit in writing that the requirements
for the home are adhered to. These assurances are then
accepted by the Licensing Unit, with no inspection to ensure
their veracity, unless complaints are made by the users.
These registration procedures, according to one official,
will allow publicly subsidized day care users more alterna-
tives to choose from for their children (since of course
homes that did not go through the licensing process were not
known to be offering services and therefore could not be
paid for those services to the children of Title XX recipi-
ents)
.
Occasionally, the Title XX Unit of the Agency (respon-
sible for oversight of programs using Title XX funds and
for liaison between the federal government and departments/
divisions administering Title XX funded programs) conducted
178
its own review of day care centers. Th<
ith
lese reviews incor-
porated surveys to measure the satisfaction of clients „
the care that their children received from the centers and
day care homes. However, these surveys were admittedly
rather simple and straightforward, asking people basis
questions such as: Did your children actually receive the
services? Were you satisfied with those services-Yes?
No? To the extent that monitoring did take place, though,
it could provide some basic information on the quality of
day care received by children.
Other federal requirements for state Title XX monitoring
of social services programs for children (and adults) came
in the form of periodic information collection, rather than
through "heavy handed" reviews of social services delivery
by federal Regional Office officials. Social services and
client data were collected on a regular basis from service
case workers to satisfy the Social Services Reporting Re-
quirements. The process-oriented character of the Title XX
SSRR's has been discussed already (see the "Objective Set-
ting" section of this chapter) , and there is no need to re-
hearse here the problems with that type of information
collecting approach. It is sufficient to note that, accord-
179
ing to SRS and Agency officials +->, Q • •> «y <-y urr i , the Social Services Report-
ing Requirements were a burden to "street-level" social
workers. Their valuable time was consumed in collecting
information that would be of little use for their jobs or
for their clients. The Requirements were perceived to en-
gender greater complexity rather than real programmatic
assistance at any level of the state human services bureau-
cracy.
Oversight of Title XX programs from the Federal Region-
al Office in Boston consisted of periodic visits of one fed-
eral official, whose area of responsibility included New
Hampshire as well as Vermont. His principal function was to
provide technical assistance to the Agency's Title XX Unit.
Clarifications of Title XX regulations, eligibility require-
ments, and other legal matters constituted the focus of dis-
cussions. Visits to selected day care centers of to Social
Service Division District Offices occasionally supplemented
technical advice given at the state offices. One indicator
of the lack of real federal monitoring of Title XX programs
in Vermont is that there never was a federal audit for
fraud or lack of compliance with eligibility requirements.
Thus federal oversight of Title XX programs in Vermont
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consisted of a combination of
"meaningless'' informatxon
collection balanced off by technical assxstance in deter-
mining the federal requirements for the programs.
Despite their relative ineffectiveness in providing
direction to the social services in Vermont, these "process-
oriented" monitoring devices are often used. Their use is
hardly the result of some capricious whim of administrative
officials. They do focus on the activxties which constitute
the substance of a program. Administrators have to learn
the concrete meaning of a program's provisions, and techni-
cal assistance is a means to that end. Moreover, to keep
track of whether a program is being administered according
to its specifications requires the collection of information
and the monitoring of administrative activities. These then
are necessary, although not sufficient, measures for the
oversight of an operating program. But one can easily lose
sight of the forest for the trees, if "process-oriented"
monitoring is the only type of review undertaken. And this
is what happened when federal administrators set out to over-
see the implementation of Title XX in Vermont.
The significant innovations in "managing for results"
in Title XX programs for children/families came not from
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the federal progra, itself, but from SRS Department efforts.
It is this Department, and its Social Services Division,
that has been the real locus of the change from an exclusive
focus on process to one that also encompasses results in the
delivery of social services programs. "Managing for results"
has become instantiated in the Task Based System of Case
Management and Supervision (TBS), and the Social Services
Information System (SSIS) incorporated into it.
As indicated in the previous section on "Objective
Setting," TBS was developed by SRS in the late 1970 »s in
Vermont to respond to a number of problems in the state's
social services network. The closing of the Weeks School
(which had served "troubled juveniles") in April 1979 was
symbolic of the change in emphasis. The Weeks School,
according to several SRS officials, was a clear manifesta-
tion of the exclusive emphasis on activity devoid of a
clear high-quality purpose. The Weeks School consumed re-
sources which were becoming more scarce, and it provided
little evidence of "success" in assisting juveniles to cope
with their "troubles." According to an SSD document, "the
institution's fixed costs precluded meeting the fundamental
directives of retrenchment: Do more; do it better and do
182
it for less!" The actual closing of the School, according
to the SSD document, "required accountability for visible,
genuine results with clients which the institution, by its
very existence, rendered unattainable and unnecessary." 31
The changing emphasis spread quickly beyond juvenile ser-
vices to those for children and their families.
The Task Based System was to provide a structured method
for this revised approach to social services delivery. its
theoretical foundations clearly are to be found in a manage-
ment-by-objectives perspective, with its emphasis on linking
together administrative activity and a precise set of ob-
jectives by which to judge the "effectiveness" of those
actions. The actual development and implementation of TES
in the Social Services Division of the Social and Rehabili-
tation Services Department reflected the concern of high
level administrators in these organizations with responding
adequately to what they perceived to be the need for purpos-
ive and accountable activity among social services workers.
A primary function of the TBS, in addition to re-
cording policy objectives in concrete and precise terms,
is to establish a structure of social services delivery which:
1) "fixes accountability"; 2) "tells everyone involved ex-
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actly what must be done to achieve that accountability";
3) "tells everyone involved what measures will be appli,
to each task to show success or failure- and 4) "contains
within itself a monitoring system (i.e., SSIS) documenting
those measures." "The TES is designed to ensure that each
client has a results oriented case plan and the results are
in fact achieved in accordance with the Department's pol-
icy." 33 The TBS is now being used in the juvenile, child
protective, foster care and adoption services programs.
Clearly, a key component of the TES strategy is the
Social Services Information System (SSIS). it is now just
being readied for use in the Social Services Division of
SRS. The SSIS consists basically of forms containing infor-
mation on children served by the Division's District Offices.
This information includes personal data on the child, his
family background, the status of the child (e.g., foster
care, group home, etc.), the placement history of the child
(e.g., how many times in a foster home or group home), the
type of placement, the reason for the state custody of the
child (e.g., abused or neglected; unmanageable; emotional
handicapped)
,
and the goals of the individual case plan for
child. These goals may consist of returning the child to
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to his own home, placing the child with legal guardians,
or in a stable foster home environment, or in a permanent
adoptive home.
The Social Services Information System is a vehicle that
Social Services Division officials hope will allow the col-
lection of better results-oriented information, which can
be used to evaluate the extent to which goals (e.g., perma-
nency planning for children) are being attained. Since SSIS
will be a computer operated system, it is hoped that state-
level Social Services Division officials will be able to con-
struct meaningful aggregates of different types of children
being served by the individual District Offices and also
target their attention to specific "problem" cases (e.g.,
a child that has been placed in several foster care homes
without any real stability)
. The SSIS is tied tightly to
the Task Based System's policy goals, so that there will be
clear and precise information on performance of individual
District Offices and the social case workers within them.
Although the short and long term effects of the SSIS
will be determined in the future, the impact of the Task
Based System is already apparent. Whereas eight years ago,
Vermont had 1,500 children in custody (with as least 40 percent
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in custody for five years), there are presently only about
850 children in the care of the state. Social Service
Division officials indicate that there has been a maj or de-
cline in the number of children and a precipitous reduction
in the time that a child stays in the custody of the Agency
since the introduction of TPS. The combination of clear,
precise, and limited policy goals along with detailed prac-
tices or procedures to be followed in dealing with children
and their families is, according to administrative officials
the cause of this trend. 34 The perceived success of the
Task Based System is sufficiently strong that the American
Public Welfare Association has distributed it as a model of
policy and procedure in the area of children's services.
Moreover, several other states have contacted the Social
Service Division in order to ascertain whether this strate-
gy would be appropriate in their own human services agen-
cies
.
"Managing for results" in social services for children
in Vermont has consisted of more than the adoption and im-
plementation of a Task Eased System and accompanying Social
Services Information System. Changes in the administrative
structure of the Social Services Division and in budget mak-
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ing have supplemented these pr.mary efforts at improving
social services delivery to children and their families.
It is important to realize, however, that these latter al-
terations took place after the creation of the TBS strategy
and are designed, according to SSD officials, to reinforce
the effectiveness of the Task r^= q^ „i K Based approach. in other
words, there was a clear focus on purposes and strategies
to attain these purposes before any tinkering with admini-
strative structure and budget-making procedures was initi-
ated. The latter have been developed within a clearly de-
fined "system" and have derived their rationale from the
operational requirements of that "system."
One administrative structural change centered in the
central office of the Social Services Division. The pur-
pose of this change was to enhance accountability and to en-
sure uniform guidelines from the central office to the Dis-
trict Offices. Prior to the structural changes, there were
two assistant SSD Directors, each of whom was responsible
for six of the twelve District Offices. The change elimi-
nated the two positions and replaced them with ine Opera-
tions Chief who is responsible for overseeing all of the Dis-
trict Offices. According to one high level SSD official,
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this new situation allows for more un lformity in interpreting
SSD policy and procedural guidelines to the District offices.
It also facilitates the line of control from the SSD Director
to the District Office Dirprt-orc uect s and beyond them to the case
work supervisors and case workers themselves.
The other noteworthy organizational change concerned
the former Adoptions Unit of the Agency. Prior to 1980,
it was a separate organization within the Agency. However,
it is now incorporated into the District Offices. Four
adoption workers each service three District Offices and
function under the control of the District Office Directors.
This apparently allows more coordination of efforts between
District Office case workers and adoption workers, thus en-
abling the Division's efforts at permanency planning to be
carried out more expeditiously.
Changes in budget-making procedures, according to Social
Service Division officials, also have helped to improve
"management for results" in the Division. Until about one
year ago, control over budgets was centralized in the cen-
tral office of the Social Services Division. District Office
Directors had little knowledge of the total SSD budget or
how the money was allocated among various programs. Moreover,
ra
c
these Directors had no real responsibility for managing
the resources allocated to their districts. Under the
present arrangements, however, control over the administ
tion of the budgets is decentralized to the District Offi
Directors. The total budget figure for the District is
negotiated with the Social Services Division Directors;
but the actual allocation of resources in each district is
the responsibility of the District Director. The latter
must decide how to use their allocations in such a manner
as to attain the goals set forth by the Division for each
of the protective service, foster care, group home, or a-
doption services programs. This new arrangement demands
that the District Office Directors share responsibility
(with the central office of SSD and with the caseworkers)
for the effective and efficient allocation of resources
among the children's services programs. They share the
burden of deciding what strategies are cost effective in
terms of their results and what allocation of resources is
most efficient in achieving the "permanency planning" goals
of the Division. In view of the fact that the Social Ser-
vices Division lost $1.4 million in FY 1982 due to cuts in
federal social services programs, SSD officials see these
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budgetary changes (in the context of TBS) as crucial to the
effective delivery of social services to children.
Summary.. "Management by results" is thus an essential in-
gredient in social services "planning" for children and their
families in Vermont. it apparently enhanced the Social Ser-
vice Division's and the SRS Department's ability to attain
its objectives of ensuring stability and development for
children under its care. it does so in part by establishing
a framework for acquiring information about the "outcomes"
of social service delivery. The Social Services Information
System is insinuated into a larger Task Based System which
focuses attention on objectives and practices considered
effective to attain those objectives. Although the develop-
ment of this management strategy for children's services
has occurred within the federally initiated and funded
Title XX program, Title XX itself is not responsible for
its nurturing. Title XX ' s statutory mandates did not re-
quire any specific level of results-oriented management;
nor did its administrative regulations induce the Agency's
organizations to undertake the monitoring of service "out-
comes" for children or the restructuring of administrative
or budgetary relationships in the Social Services Division.
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These innovations were effected indigenously in Vermont's
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services.
Title XX and "Planning" for Ch ildren/Fami 1 i
in Vermont:
Conclusions
On the basis of this analysis of the impact of Title XX
in Vermont, one must conclude: Title XX failed to induce
or even facilitate social services "planning" for children
and families in this state. in the three major aspects of
social services "planning" discussed in this chapter—needs
assessment, objective setting, and management by results
(monitoring)
—Title XX had only minimal impact on high-
quality (effective, efficient, and accountable) social
services provision for children/families. Title XX did not
effect systematic needs assessment. Nor did it assist in
the formulation of true objectives (rather than "measurable"
activities that paraded as "objectives"). And finally, it
did not facilitate the creation of an "outcome" or results-
oriented monitoring system to serve as a foundation for an
adequate management by results strategy.
Thus, although Title XX may have been administered in
Vermont in formal compliance with federal statutory and
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regulatory guidelines, it did not inform and thereby trans-
form social services "planning" practices for children/
families. To be sure, in formulating concrete objectives
and in developing a framework for evaluating results, Ver-
mont's Social and Rehabilitation Service's Department and
its Social Services Division have made some significant
strides over the last few years. But these do not attest
to the impact of Title XX. They were attained in spite of
Title XX, not because of it.
Of course, the failure of a public program to live up
to its proponents expectations is nothing new in the public
arena in the United States. As Richard Elmore has observed:
"A large collection of carefully documented case studies—
in education, manpower, housing, and economic development-
points consistently to the same basic pattern: grand pre-
tensions, faulty execution, and puny results." 35 Public pro-
grams must confront the "complexity of joint action," en-
dure the omnipresence of "implementation games," withstand
the intransigence of organizational "routines," and submit
to the necessity of bargaining among a diverse group of
bureaucratic and political officials (at the federal, state,
and sometimes local levels) and interest groups. Often,
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inadequate staff to carry out projects that are insufficient-
ly funded add to the uncertainty of the outcome of public
36programs
.
This uncertainty is not something that lawmakers
necessarily can remedy in the design of public programs.
As Majone and Wildavsky observe:
Many, perhaps most, constraints (on the" success-
ful" implementation of a program) remain hiddenm the planning stage, and are only discovered in
the implementing process. Moreover, feasibility
conditions keep changing over time: old con-
straints disappear or are overcome (e.g. through
learning)
,
while new ones emerge. The solution
space undergoes continuous transformations,
shrinking in one direction, expanding in an-
other. 1
Given the numerous pitfalls that any program encounters
during its implementation, what key ingredients did Title XX
lack as a strategy to effect innovations in Vermont's social
services "planning" for children and their families? The
following analysis will concentrate on three factors that
imperiled the effectiveness of Title XX: 1) the Title XX
statute and the administrative regulations; 2) the over-
sight role of the federal regional office; and 3) the lack
of financial incentives for "planning" under Title XX.
Neither the Title XX statute nor the subsequent admin-
istrative regulations mandated any strategic social services
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"Planning" by an agency administering the program. The
statute and regulations did not specify, for example, that
the Agency of Human Services was to conduct regular needs
assessments, stipulate precise objectives, or institute a
framework for attaining objectives. The federal guidelines
merely stipulated that the Comprehensive Annual Service
Program (CASP) plans had to contain a description of what
the state was doing in the areas of "needs assessment,"
or "objective setting," or "evaluation" (monitoring). Pre-
sumably, if Vermont was simply allocating resources on the
basis of what it had done in previous years, with only mini-
mal attention given to the major components of "planning,"
then the appropriate "description" of this activity would
be put into the CASP plan. On the other hand, if Vermont's
Agency of Human Services had made substantial innovations
in "planning" for children's services, then that would be
discussed in the plan. What was important was that the des-
criptions be in the plans, not what those descriptions re-
vealed about the adequacy of "planning" in the individual
state. Therefore, the statute and regulations provided
little incentive to Vermont's Agency of Human Services, or
its component organizations, to institute new methods of
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social services
"planning" for children or adults.
Within the context of this legal framework, it is not
surprising that the principal role of the federal regional
office was to provide technical assistance and to ensure that
the appropriate information was collected to fulfin the
Social services Reporting Requirements. The provision of
technical assistance is perhaps the least taxing funct.on
for federal of fin" sic a ui.O cials, although the questions are albeit at
times complicated, it requires „ knowledge q£ ^
regulations, hut if is a passive role^ ^^ ^
at the request of a state agency, for example, that needs
clarification on federal requirements for a program. Tech-
nical assistance may ensure compliance with a program, but
it does not by itself induce innovation, for example in
social services "planning."
The second federal role, as monitor, has more potential
for effecting change in a subordinate administrative agency.
However, in the case of Title XX, the statutory and regu-
latory framework of the program precluded any effective
monitoring by federal officials. Title XX required no
specific results from the states in the area of foster care
services, protective services, or day care services for
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children and their families. Therefore, the results of
social services provision to children (or adults) was beyond
the purview of federal administrators. The focus of their
attention centered, once again, on what activities were
being performed for whom. Their concern, drawn from the re-
quirements of the Title XX program itself, was with plans,
rather than with "planning."
Along with the lack of statutory and administrative
mandates for social services "planning" for children/families
came the lack of financial incentives for strategic reforms
in this area. Vermont received a fixed allotment of funds
for Title XX funded social services programs. As indicated
in Chapter III, this money was sufficient to keep children's
services programs going in the state. It did not really
allow for innovations, in the sense of new services for larger
numbers of children and families, but it did prevent the
cutting back of programs (at least until 1981)
.
What the federal Title XX contribution to Vermont's
social services programs did not produce was a set of in-
centives for innovations in services "planning." That would
have required either more or less money transferred to the
state Agency. More federal funds, especially if they had
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been targeted to "planning" activities specif ically, might
have induced the Agency and its component organ.zat ions to
undertake more "needs assessments," more elaborate
"program
evaluations," or more "policy analysis" in general. it is
not clear, however, that increased funding would have brought
about a Task Based System (TPS) or stimulated the formu-
lation of specific objectives for the children's service
programs
.
For social services "planning" really to have taken
hold under Title XX (that is, as a result of Title XX in-
centives)
,
the annual federal contribution probably would
have to have been less than what it was. in those circum-
stances "hard" decisions would have needed to be made about
the actual objectives of children's services programs and
there would have been concern to use the limited funds effi-
ciently to attain those objectives. Indeed, one of the
reasons (according to SRS and SSD officials interviewed)
that the Task Based System had been accepted generally by
social services workers and higher level officials in the
Agency is that it does respond in some "rational" was to the
reduction of federal funds that the Agency has experienced
for the last two years. As it was, however, Title XX pre-
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sented no incentive for any type serious "planning" for
children's services programs.
in sugary, then, social services "planning" for children
and their families does indeed seem to have come to Vermont.
Albeit in its early stages, there does appear to be a con-
scientious effort being made in the Department of SRS and its
Social Services Division at least to formulate concrete,
precise, realizable objectives, and to evaluate the progress
that is being made to attain those objectives. However,
Title XX has contributed very little to that effort. Be-
cause of its lack of strong statutory and regulatory mandates
and the absence of appropriate financial incentives, it could
not by its design induce this state to innovation in social
services "planning" for its children. Title XX asked for
little, and the state responded accordingly.
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CHAPTER V
s
TITLE XX:
FAILURES AND ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES
This essay has explored two dimensions of Title XX'
impact in Vermont. The discussion in Chapter III focused on
the range of social services programs for children/families
in Vermont and on Title XX
'
s effect on the flexible alloca-
tion of resources among these programs. The analysis in
Chapter IV concentrated on Title XX ' s impact on state social
services "planning" for children/families. These chapters
were preceded by historical analyses of the federal govern-
ment's responses since the 1930 's to the needs of children/
families and its attempts to develop an appropriate institu-
tional framework for the implementation of public social
services programs. These overviews culminated with discussions
respectively of the policy and institutional implementation
provisions of Title XX. The purpose of this chapter is brief-
ly to review the discussion of the previous sections of the
essay, and then to suggest some alternatives to "the Title XX
strategy" in administering social services for children and
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and their families.
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Social Services for Children/Fami
]
j
^ .
The Road to Title XX
As indicated in Chapter I, this is the era of the child.
Virtually all aspects of children's lives, including health,
nutrition, education, intellectual and emotional development,
family life and care, have become public issues. Administra-
tors, advocates, professional groups, and parents demand
specific and often conflicting governmental responses. This
situation has presented governmental policy makers with
knotty problems. As public representatives and allocators
of public resources, they must make decisions, no longer
whether government should be active, but concerning what
objectives programs (e.g., social services) should aim at,
the types of appropriate programs, which persons should be
served, and what level of funding would be appropriate.
Clearly, the traditional relationship of "benign neglect"
of child care by government is no longer accepted by most
people nor perhaps acceptable. Public action may be incre-
mental, uncoordinated, cautious, or even reluctant, for there
is a lingering fear of intruding on the traditional preroga-
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tives and responsibilities of the family in caring for chil-
dren. Nevertheless, federal and state governments since the
1930
-s have together developed on a continuous basis programs
to assist children and their families.
These programs have ranged from income maintenance of
poor families with children (e.g., Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children) to social services (e.g., child welfare
services, day care), and beyond to programs for mentally
retarded children and those with special developmental dis-
abilities (e.g., special education programs). Some programs
have been targeted to children from poor families (e.g.,
AFDC, day care), while others have been aimed at children
from families of any income status (e.g., protective ser-
vices, foster care). Occasionally, public programs for chil-
dren/families are administered solely by the federal govern-
ment, as in the case of Old Age and Survivors Insurance.
More often, however, due in part to the lack of consensus on
the precise goals of the program, they are implemented in a
context of federal/state "cooperation" in which both the
federal and state governments share responsibility for de-
termining the exact design of the program and for administering
it in an effective and efficient manner.
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As discussed in Chapter II, this pragmatic, ad hoc manner
of policy making has not always been conducive to the effecti
administration of public programs. This was especxally true
in the late 1960 's and early 1970 's for social services pro-
grams. At that time the federal requirements for the state
implementation of the social services were relatively loose.
Accountability of state administrators to federal officials
was not strictly enforced. States had considerable flexi-
bility, and large sums of money were spent, but with no exact
reckoning of results. In 1972, in the wake of "uncontroll-
able" spending in the social services and with the impetus
for control sought by the Nixon Administration, Congress
placed a ceiling on federal spending for social services for
children and adults.
Two years later, Congress created Title XX of the Social
Security Act, a piece of legislation designed: 1) to ensure
a continued public response to the services "needs" of chil-
dren (and adults) and their families; 2) to provide the in-
dividual states with a large degree of flexibility in allo-
cating resources among social services programs (e.g., day
care, protective services, foster care, homemaker services
for the elderly, etc.); 3) to promote "comprehensive plan-
ve
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ning" by each state government in the social services policy
field; and 4) to retain a limit on federal financial partici-
pation in the social services enterprise. Judging from the
original program design, each state was to act virtually as an
independent social services policy maker, and have discre-
tion in allocating resources among a myriad of social ser-
vices programs.
The federal government stipulated only five broad
"goals" at which the state services had to be directed. All
social services (with very few exceptions) that a state chose
to fund could be considered appropriate to attaining these
"goals." Federal restrictions prescribed only that at least
50 percent of the state's Title XX federal allotment be spent
on persons eligible for public assistance (i.e., income main-
tenance) benefits. The only other major restriction came in
the form of the fixed allotment of federal funds for each
state's social services programs.
In addition to facilitating state flexibility and federal
spending control, Title XX ' s creators also sought to enhance
state social services "planning." The legislation (and sub-
sequent administrative regulations) prescribed that each
state submit to the federal Department of Health, Education,
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and Welfare (HEW) now Health and Human Services (HHS ) , Com-
prehensive Annual Services Program (CASP) pl ans
, indlcating
in them what state "planning" activities had been undertaken
in the areas of "needs assessment,"
"objective setting,"
"evaluation," and what was done to ensure citizen partici-
pation in the "planning" process.
Federal lawmakers presumed that this CASP "planning"
process would enable individual state governments to utilize
"wisely" the limited federal social services funds that they
received. Flexibility was to be maintained (no priorities,
except for the 50 percent rule, were set by the federal
government), but "planning" presumably would guard against
capricious and ad hoc decision making and at the same time
more readily ensure that each state adminitered in an account-
able manner effective programs to children (and adults) and
their families.
Title XX in Vermont:
"Grand Pretensions, Puny Results
In 1975, when Title XX was enacted into law, Vermont
already had a highly developed social service- network of
public and private institutions. Programs for children and
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families, such as day care, protective services, foster care,
adoption services, etc., were already on-going enterprises,
each with its own set of administrative practices and coterie
of supportive professionals and advocates. The Agency of
Human Services had been created in 1971 by the Vermont state
legislature as an umbrella organization to oversee the activi-
ties of departments and divisions responsible for a wide vari-
ety of social service, health, mental health, rehabilitative,
and corrections activities for citizens in Vermont.
It was into this network of institutions and programs
that federal lawmakers hurled Title XX in 197 5. The program
was designed to attain two major institutional aims: flexi-
bility for state decision makers in allocating social ser-
vices resources and better social services program "planning"
for children/families and adults (e.g., the elderly). Attain-
ment of these aims, federal lawmakers presumed, would ensure
or at least facilitate the achievement ot Title XX 1 s five
policy goals. However, the account (in Chapters III and IV)
of Title XX 1 s impact in Vermont reveals that the program
did not accomplish either of these objectives. Moreover,
given its design, it is doubtful whether it could have.
Fundamentally, this case study is not a story of
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"implementation games/' that is of corrupt bureaucrats di-
verting public resources to their own ends, of administra-
tors so enmeshed in "routines" that they "deflected goals"
of Title XX in order to make them conform with their own
traditional practices, or of recalcitrant state officials
who worked continuously against federal officials to avoid
changes in practices mandated by Title XX. Rather, it is a
story of a poorly designed federal program that did not pro-
vide the necessary resources, financial or administrative,
to accomplish its putative objectives.
That Vermont's Agency of Human Services did not gain
significant flexibility from Title XX in allocating social
services resources is due in large part to the federal fis-
cal ceiling incorporated into the program. Title XX funding
was sufficient to keep children/family programs funded at
constant levels, but insufficient (in the absence of some
strong political pressures) to allow the reallocation of
funds among programs or redistribution among classes of
recipients. Institutionalized patterns of funding were
sufficiently long standing that they could only be maintained
rather than altered under Title XX. Moreover, the federal
program provided no other inducements to the state to break
2or even reconsider its traditional allocation of resources.
There was no mandate for close review of Agency Decisions
either by politically elected officials or citizens, since
neither the statute nor the administrative regulations pro-
vided for their mandatory participation.
In terms of attaining the objective of flexibility,
then, the federal program held out a promise to the states
and its citizens that it did not have the resources to ful-
fill. Title XX posed no threat to administrative officials
concerned about their respective programs, and it offered
no incentive or reason to alter the proportional allocation
of resources among on-going programs.
Title XX 's program design was equally ineffective in
inducing state officials to "plan" social services for
children/families. Federal policy makers did not specify
clearly what exactly "comprehensive services program plan-
ning" entailed. They pointed to aspects of "planning,"
including "needs assessment," "objective setting," and
"evaluation" (monitoring), but what they called for in the
CASP plans was a series of "descriptions" of activities
performed in each of these areas. Apparently having no
clear idea of what "planning" was, the federal lawmakers
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could not communicate exactly what was required.
Where federal regulations were clear and precise, they
focused on areas peripheral to "planning." Such was the
case with the Social Services Reporting Requirements. To
fulfill these Requirements, information was indeed collected
and sent to federal officials, but it proved to be useless
in helping state social services workers to "plan" more ade-
quate social services for children/families. There is in
virtually every conception of "planning" a central focus on
objectives and the results obtained by specific strategies.
The process-oriented SSRR was irrelevant to the provisions
of needed results-oriented information. The "outcomes" of
services programs seemed beyond the interest of federal offi-
cials, thus reinforcing an emphasis in program design on
"process," rather than on objectives and results.
Finally, federal regional office administrators tended
to be technical advisers to Vermont officials, a role cer-
tainly congruent with Title XX ' s design, rather than monitors
of the "outcomes" of specific services programs. They per-
formed passive services such as interpreting federal regula-
tions when requested to do so by state officials and collect-
ing information to satisfy the Reporting Requirements.
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Helping Vermont Agency officials to attain a closer match
between objectives and results was beyond their purview.
But, what if Title XX ' s design had incorporated more
emphasis on the basic features of "planning/- that is, a
concern with setting concrete objectives, the development and
testing of strategies to attain these objectives, and a
set of management practices to help ensure a vital connection
between objectives and results? Clearly, social services
"planning" is an inescapable political activity fraught with
difficulties. Even a Title XX program that focused in a more
coherent and detailed manner on "planning" could not have
produced an "objective, "" scientific" model of "planning" in
Vermont or any other state. However, as Vermont's own ef-
forts (discussed in Chapter IV) indicate, there is room for
some concrete "planning" which aims at setting clear and pre-
cise objectives and "manages for results" in a methodical
was, even if only to learn how poorly the social services
programs actually attain goals set forth for them. Even
these moderate objectives for social services "planning"
Title XX could not effect because of its inadequate design.
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Serving Child ren/Families.
Social Services "Planning" Beyond TiM» w
If Title XX is "unredeemable," then what are the alterna-
tives? More important, how is one to think about "alterna-
tives"? One might formulate some general goals for the well-
being of children and their families, and then determine that
level of government which probably would be most conducive
to "responding" to those purposes. Or if the appropriate
level of government is uncertain, then one could lobby a
variety of sources-local, state, or federal—to ascertain
which would be most willing to contribute to the worthy
cause of furthering "child welfare."
This approach focuses solely on the legislative or
policy formulation side of governmental activity. It may
indeed stimulate the funding of children's services programs
and the establishment of "goals" for them, but it cannot
ensure effective, efficient, or accountable programs for
children. Title XX had five principal policy goals, and
Congress appropriated funds to attain these goals. It even
offered the states flexibility in distributing these funds
among various services programs. These factors by themselves,
however, could not produce an effective network of social
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services for children and families in Vermont.
The fundamental problem with an approach that concen-
trates solely on policy formulation is the illusion that
public programs are normally "self-executing." But, they do
not implement themselves, nor do they automatically produce
desired (i.e., intended) results. As indicated in Chapter IV,
the explanations for this condition range from "the complexi-
ty of joint action" (a diversity of actors and numerous de-
cision points render coordinated action almost impossible)
;
or "implementation games" (bureaucrats divert resources,
deflect goals, delay action, etc.); to "organizational rou-
tines" (patterns of agency action are difficult to alter and
bring into conformity with new policies) ; to inadequate
"inputs," such as loose guidelines, inadequate financing,
undertrained staff, or complex structures and insufficient
communication
.
Responses to these problems vary from proposals for
greater centralization or decentralization of authority and
responsibility for implementing public programs, to diatribes
against public organizations and their inability to carry out
programs effectively and efficiently. Each perspective pre-
sumes a model of how public organizations function and what
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conditions are necessary for public program implementat ion
.
The prescription for centralization focuses on the role
of the federal government, not only as policy maker but as
active implementor. The federal government is the appro-
priate policy maker, proponents of this position contend, be-
cause it is the only national forum for discussion of public
issues and for an authoritative and unified response to "na-
tional" problems. Its position as principal revenue collector
only adds to its preeminence among levels of government in
the United States.
Advocates of this position also contend that the feder-
al government must be intimately involved in the implementa-
tion of public programs. To have it otherwise is to endanger
the effective administration of the program and thus the
effectiveness of the program itself. According to Theodore
Lowi, "when a central government authorizes a project or
delegates any kind of powers that are not accompanied by
some rather explicit standards of conduct, these powers are
implemented according to the values of the localities where
the implementation takes place." 1 Lowi contends that admin-
istration of public programs in the United States takes place
with "a larger system of modern irresponsibility." It is
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"a system in which governments collect money they do not
spend and spend money they do not collect. This kind of
specialization of function must inevitably involve the end
of responsibility and therefore of good government." 2 Lowi
emphasizes the need for state and local compliance with feder-
al program designs, ones which would ensure accountability
and presumably also effective programs.
Richard Elmore has characterized this and similar ap-
proaches to policy implementation as a "forward mapping"
strategy. He notes that "forward mapping" is:
.
. .
the strategy that comes most readily to mind
when one thinks about how a policymaker might try
to affect the implementation process. It begins
at the top of the process, with as clear a state-
ment as possible of the policymaker's intent, and
proceeds through a sequence of increasingly more
specific steps to define what is expected of
implementors at each level. At the bottom of
the process, one states, again with as much pre-
cision as possible, what a satisfactory outcome
would be, measured in terms of the original state-
ment of intent. 3
Applying this strategem, Elmore notes that Congress might
state a policy and programmatic design (leaving room for ad-
ministrative regulations consistent with the design), "elab-
orate a division of responsibilities between central and
regional offices of the federal government (or among federal,
state, and local administrators) such that each implementing
217
unit has a clearly defined mission. 4 Regardless of the actual
practice, the "underlying logic" of "forward mapping" "be-
gins with an objective, it elaborates an increasingly speci-
fic set of steps for achieving that objective, and it states
an outcome against which success or failure can be measured." 5
Lowi and others who adopt a centralist perspective, one
suspects, would not be surprised at Title XX 1 s minimal im-
pact in Vermont. They would point to the lack of clear
goals, the discretion allowed the state (s) in deciding on
appropriate services, the absence of substantial "planning"
requirements, and the relatively passive technical assistance
role of the federal regional officials as indicators of the
loose federal control over the state's operations, and as
explanations for the program's inability to induce change
in social services policy making.
What then could a strong (as opposed to Title XX 1 s
relatively weak) federal presence effect in the implementa-
tion of children's services?: Better state compliance with
federal statutory and regulatory mandates? This might be
the case in large state governments or ones bent on playing
"implementation games," but there is no evidence that Vermont's
Agency of Human Services deliberately flouted federal Title XX
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mandates. More substantial social services "planning"
activity? The federal government could certainly require more
detailed and continuous "planning."
It has done so for child welfare services in the 1980
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act (PL 96-272)
. A
principal feature of this legislation is the objective of
"permanency planning" for children in foster care. It is an
attempt to ensure more stability in the lives of children
temporarily or permanently unable to live with their parents.
One Vermont Social Services Division official noted that the
federal law reinforces "good practice" in Vermont's efforts
for foster care children. In part it does so not only by
setting objectives for the states, but also by requiring them
to monitor the results of their efforts and to show what is
being achieved. It is as yet unclear what will be the effects
of 96-272 in Vermont and other states. Clearly such legisla-
tion vigorously enforced could make state officials more
aware of their objectives and the extent to which they are
attaining them. There does appear then to be some benefits
to a centralist's strategy.
However, there are limits on what greater centralization
can achieve in terms of the implementation of public social
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service programs. The centralist strategy harbors a funda-
mental assumption. its proponents presumed that "policy
makers (can) control the organizational, political, and
technological processes that affect implementation." 6 is
this really the case? Not everyone would agree. For exam-
ple, Richard Elmore contends that:
The notion that policynakers exercise—or ought
to exercise—some kind of direct and determi-
nant control over policy implementation might
be called the "noble lie" of conventional pub-
lic administration and policy analysis. Ad-
ministrators legitimate their discretionary
decisions by saying that their authority is
delegated and controlled by elected and ap-
pointed policymakers. Policy analysts justi-
fy their existence by arguing that informed,
rational choices by policymakers are necessary
to guide and control administrators. Neither
administrators nor policy analysts are very
comfortable with the possibility that most of
what happens in the implementation process can-
not be explained by the, intentions and direc-
tions of policymakers.
According to its critics, the centralist's dubious as-
sumption about the capacity for control over the implementa-
tion process, when it forms the basis of action, results in
unintentional consequences for the effective administration
of public programs. A single-minded quest for accountability
manifests itself in a concern for compliance with federal
regulations and interpretive guidelines, engendering greater
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complexity, and thus producing a situation in which control
paradoxically becomes more elusive.
For evidence to support this position, consider the im-
pact of Title XX in Vermont. Although intending to grant
state administrators substantial flexibility in administering
the program, federal lawmakers also wanted to ensure account-
ability. The Social Services Reporting Requirements consti-
tuted one means to this end. Rather than engendering more
federal control, however, they rendered more complex the admin-
istration of Title XX, and diverted the attention of social
services workers from delivering services to children and
families to filling out forms with "information" that some-
how would allow federal lawmakers to oversee the proper
functioning of the Title XX program. The Requirements en-
sured neither the compliant administration of the program
according to the intentions of federal policy makers, nor the
effectiveness of the social services programs in responding
to "needs" of children/families.
A counterargument to these qualms contends that a cen-
tralist strategy need not focus simply on a "letter of the
law" compliance of state administrators to federal regula-
tions, to the neglect of questions of effectiveness. Regu-
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lations and guidelines can address the "outcomes" of programs,
specifying particular results that states (or localities)
must attain in a given period of time in order to attain the
objectives of the program. Accountability then would not
slight the issue of effectiveness, but would encompass it.
The centralist rebuttal, however, may not be adequate, at
least in the area of social services. it is not clear that
federal lawmakers have the capacity to control the effective-
ness of programs (i.e., the extent to which stipulated goals
are attained) through a process of regulation. Policy makers
can, and should, monitor the "outcomes" of programs for
which they contribute financially, whether those programs are
administered by federal, state, or local governments. This
information could be useful for all persons involved in social
services administration. But, federal officials cannot trans-
form through some alchemic process knowledge about results
into control over those results.
In summary, then, the centralist strategy alone is not
likely to be a viable alternative to the Title XX program.
It concentrates too heavily on ensuring compliance with
federal regulations in order to preserve accountability.
And, it is overly confident in the ability of federal policy
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makers solely through regulations to ensure the effective-
ness of public social services programs.
What then is needed to supplement the centralist strate-
gy? Chiefly, it is an awareness of the place of some "thought-
ful" form of decentralization. To understand the need for
a supplementary decentralist strategy, consider Richard
Elmore's account of the analytical scheme that he calls
"backward mapping":
The logic of backward mapping is, in all im-
portant respects, the opposite of forward map-
ping. It begins not at the top of the imple-
mentation process but at the last possible
stage, the point at which administrative
actions intersect private choices.
. . .Having
established a relatively precise target at
the lowest level of the system, the analysis
backs up through the structure of implementat-
ing agencies, asking at each level two ques-
tions: What is the ability of this unit to
affect the behavior that is the target of the
policy? And what resources does this require
in order to have that effect? In the final
stage of analysis the analyst or policymaker
describes a policy that directs resources at
the organizational units likely to have the
greatest effect.
"Backward Mapping" assumes that "the closer one is to the
source of the problem, the greater is one's ability to in-
fluence it; and the problem-solving ability of complex organ-
izations depends not on hierarchical control but on maxim-
izing discretion at the point where the problem is most
9immediate." Elmore notes that:
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The analytical solution offered by backward
mapping stresses the dispersal of control
and concentrates on factors that can onlybe indirectly influenced by policymakers:knowledge and problem-solving ability oflower-level administrators; incentive
structures that operate on the subjects ofpolicy; bargaining relationships among
political actors at various levels of theimplementation process; and the strategic
use of funds to affect discretionary
choices
.
The emphasis here is clearly on those persons and insti-
tutions closest to the delivery of services, e.g.. day care
and child welfare services. The presumption is that ulti-
mately a program succeeds or fails at the "street level,"
and to promote success requires an understanding of the
subtle relationships among public officials, governmental
and private institutions, and citizens. Only through an
adequate awareness of these "variables" and the goals that
one desires to achieve can one devise an appropriate role for
higher level institutions (state and federal) and facilitate
,
though not ensure, the effectiveness of public programs.
Thus, "backward mapping" shares with the "forward map-
ping" (loosely centralist) strategy a concern for stipulating
objectives that can be used to judge the effectiveness of
social services activities. In this sense both strategies
would induce the formulation of objectives more precise
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than the amorphous "goals"that federal legislators produced
for the Title XX program. However, the "backward mapping"
approach does not prescribe who is to specify those ob-
jectives. It could be state and local authorities as well
as the federal government.
In prescribing implementation roles of political and
administrative actors, the "backward mapping" strategy em-
phasizes the kaleidescopic nature of the local scene, where
social services programs are actually carried out. This
focus renders it more perceptive than the centralist strate-
gies in dealing with child welfare services programs. Many
of the "variables" which affect the success of these programs
lie outside the direct control of piblic officials: the
number of children requiring protective services, group
homes, foster care, or adoption services may fluctuate in an
unpredictable fashion; the sources of the individual problems
of children and their families may not be remediable through
social services efforts; and the "practices" of social ser-
vices workers may not be sufficiently specified or specifi-
able to be encompassed within regulations. Thus, compliance
with regulations could hamper as easily as promote the ef-
fective delivery of services for children and their families.
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The federal role, however, is not negligible. Federal
policy makers can set precise "national- objectives for child
welfare services, and if they choose finance state and local
efforts at a substantially higher level than under Title XX.
(Of course, the actual trend is in the opposite direction,
under the 1981 Social Services Blork rr^f ,yv,,-„-u^^i. x(_e& DiucK G ant, which supercedes
Title XX.) They may impose sophisticated (albeit complex)
"outcome" monitoring procedures on the states, as they have
done in the recent Child Welfare legislation. They could
even establish a continuous review procedure by the federal
regional offices of state services programs. These actions
would ensure the federal government a strong oversight role
at the state and local levels of government.
But the ultimate effectiveness of child welfare services
depends on the techniques of social services workers, the
time available for individual "cases," and the responsiveness
of the children and families involved (which, in turn, may be
a function of countless factors beyond the pale of state ad-
ministrators)
. It is a nexus of relationships that cannot be
easily "managed" by administrative regulations, especially
those written at the national level and applicable to all
state jurisdictions.
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The appropriate federal role, then, in the area of child
welfare services is perhaps that of the "facilitator," al-
though not identical to the "facilitating" role played by
federal officials in Vermont under Title XX. Rather than
simply a "technical assistance" function, federal officials,
for example, could collect and exchange information among
the states (on a nationwide basis) about what "works" and what
does not in the delivery of child welfare services. This
would involve an information giving role for federal officials
that went beyond simple "technical assistance." The diver-
sity of efforts engendered be a "backward mapping" strategy
might well produce interesting and successful approaches to
social service delivery, and federal officials could facili-
tate their adoption by other states, and thus help to in-
crease the effectiveness of child welfare services on a
nationwide basis.
The situation of day care is somewhat different from
that of child welfare services. Publicly subsidized day care
for children is a less complex, though no less important,
social service. Its goal is normally the adequate care of
children of "needy" parents while they are working. Day care
for the most part (except in. the case of protective day care)
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does not seek to resolve "problematical" relationships be-
tween children and their families. The conditions relevant
to the attainment of high-quality day care include sufficient
financial resources for parents to purchase the service and
an adequate supply of "quality" centers and homes to serve
the children.
Both the "forward mapping" and "backward mapping" strate-
gies probably would acknowledge a substantial role for the
federal government in enhancing the effectiveness of day
care. Proponents of both positions could agree on a perti-
nent federal role in resolving such issues as: Who is to be
served? Under what conditions? How much money will individu-
als or families be allowed for day care expenditures? The
federal government could "resolve" on a nationwide basis
questions of adequacy and equity in the provision of day care
services to "needy" families. In these matters, there do not
appear to be any "political, organizational, or technical
resources" over which federal lawmakers lack control.
In determining the appropriate federal role in ensuring
"quality" day care provision, forward and backward "mappers"
may disagree. The former might well emphasize the importance
of vigorously implementing the Federal Inter-Agency Day Care
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Requirements in all of the states, us ing the federal regional
office administrators as the principal monitors of the states
conformity with the federal standards. Recognizing the in-
ability of parents to oversee sufficiently the care that thei
children receive in day care centers or licensed homes, the
"forward mappers" would opt for a strong governmental pre-
sence to ensure high-quality day care provision.
The "backward mappers" might well agree with the need
to maintain high standards for day care, and they might
also subscribe to the importance of a (federal) govern-
mental role. But, it is also likely that they would seek
ways to involve local citizens and parents in this oversight
function. Here again, the objective would be to provide in-
centives and assistance to those persons closest to the pro-
vision of day care, namely the parents of the children
being served. Federal or state regulations might facilitate
the monitoring of day care provision by parents or persons
appointed by them to fulfill these responsibilities. State
governments could require the collection of pertinent infor-
mation for parents on day care centers and homes. Richard
Nelson has noted the flexible and effective role that par-
ents can play, given the proper means, in regulating day care:
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Parents may judge that the center providesinferior services and may try to change poli-
cies. Or they may withdraw their children.
The center may try to persuade them other-*
wise, but the parents' acts clearly are legi-
timate. It is something else when the arm of
government withdraws a license. Here, due
process requires more than the personal judg-
ment of an inspector. Some specific code
must be violated. Perhaps the most important
role of regulation.
. .is to protect and
force "open" operation. 11
en-
To ensure this vital parental role requires more than fed-
eral "quality assurance" regulations; it necessitates a sense
of the local "forces" that must be relied upon and encour-
aged to fulfill this function.
In summary, then, there are alternatives to the Title XX
program that probably would improve the effectiveness of
social services programs for children and their families in
Vermont. These alternatives, however, cannot be encompassed
within one strategy, whether that be to centralize or to de-
centralize even further social services policy making and
delivery. If a national policy is one's goal, then clearly
the federal government has an important role to play in the
areas of day care and child welfare services. To ensure the
effectiveness of the public programs created to attain policy
goals is a more difficult, it not an impossible, task. The
strategy of applying more control in hopes of aligning all
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of the "factors" necessary to attain effective programs is
based on a misconception of the nature of the conditions
which obtain at the "street level" of social services de-
livery. However, one need not be satisfied with "the
Title XX strategy." There is room for more federal control
and direction, but also for more incentives and useful
assistance, as well as continued discretion, for state govern-
ments and social services workers. The image of a desirable
alternative then is neither the "iron fist" (of the centralist
strategy) nor the "invisible hand" (indicative in large part
of "the Title XX strategy"). Rather, it is that of the
helmsman of a ship, always knowledgeable about his direction
and fixed on his goal, but humbled by the fact that he is
never in control of all the elements which will ensure safe
arrival at his destination.
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